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AAbstract
This project elucidates the use of logic in political argumentation.
We conducted an interview with the representative of Dansk Folkeparti, Henrik Brodersen,
which together with the party program of Dansk Folkeparti formed the basis of our project.
We studied the validity of these sources by a comparison and analysis of the two texts.
The dimensions Text and Sign and Philosophy and Science were covered with text
analysis of the interview and the party program and the philosophical analysis with the
help of logical and valid argumentation.
Based on our analysis of the interview and the party program, the conclusion illustrates
that logic is put aside in political argumentation.
Resumé
Dette projekt belyser brugen af logik i politisk argumentation.
Vi gennemførte et interview med en repræsentant af Dansk Folkeparti, Henrik Brodersen,
og dette interview blev sammen med Dansk Folkepartis arbejdsprogram vores grundlag
for projektet. Gyldigheden af udsagnene fra disse kilder blev undersøgt ved en analyse og
sammenligning af de to tekster.
Dimensionerne Tekst og Tegn samt Filosofi blev dækket ved hjælp af tekstanalyse af
interviewet og arbejdsprogrammet, og den filosofiske analyse vedrørende gyldig og logisk
argumentation.
Baseret på vores analyse af interviewet med Henrik Brodersen og arbejdsprogrammet
peger konklusionen i retningen af, at logik bliver tilsidesat i politisk argumentation.
中文
这个项目主要的题目是政治议论 .通过访问跟丹麦的政党 DANSK FOLKEPARTI 党员
HENRIK BRODERSEN我们发现了好几个问题.我们的结论是丹麦政客的议论能力不够好.
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11. Introduction
Argumentation and democracy –two concepts that both stem from the Ancient Greece.
Since Aristotle, the founder of the main idea of a democratic state, logic has been closely
connected to politics. Members of the council were elected, and the concerns of the
people were discussed and argued for. Main importance was focused on the speaking
skills and a correct way of reasoning: a logic line of thought and talk.
In Denmark we have a representative democracy. The idea of a representative democracy
is that citizens choose a politician to make decisions on their behalf. For a citizen to
correctly choose the candidate that would best serve his interests, it becomes a necessity
that the people know what each candidate stands for. Communication between politicians
and voters is therefore essential. In Denmark, we use the term enlightened democracy,
about the way our country is governed. For an enlightened democracy to work, information
must pass from politicians to citizens–from the one who makes the decision to the one on
whose behalf the decision is made.
An election, as the one we have just experienced1, is a excellent example of a situation,
where politicians must speak to the voters and pass on information about how they intend
to govern the country. On the basis of this information, the voters will choose the
candidates, they want to represent them. At least that is how the ideal representative
democracy would work.
But do politicians only persuade the voters by the means of good reasoning? Often other
means seem to be preferred over logic. Neglecting clear argumentation comes at a price,
though. Lies, contradictions and fallacies have in common that neither of them convey any
information about the world. Any politician, who surrenders to these means, would
therefore create a problem for the representative and enlightened democracy, as his/her
voters would base their decision on anything but information.
Much have changed since the Ancient Greece, both in how our democracy works and in
how our politicians communicate to their voters. But information from politician to citizen is
1 The election for parlament, November 13, 2007
2still a prerequisite for a representative and enlightened democracy. Therefore one could
hope that the close connection between logic and politics is still intact.
This project will test whether this is the case.
1.1 Text and Sign dimension
This project attempts to analyse political arguments using logic and rhetoric theory. We will
examine the language to make propositions by using a self conducted interview and a
party program text. How an argument is structured, how it functions, and which means it
uses to convince its audience are crucial elements in our process of deconstructing
arguments. The line of reasoning, especially in politics, is important to understand in order
to weigh the actual value of the argumentation. If one has a definite proposition there are
diferent ways to argue for it. There are numerous approaches to convince one’saudience,
even though one’s proposition is the same. Diferent routes to folow in order to make your 
proposition seem stronger in the eyes of a certain audience, as what one segment of the
population notices and likes might not be the same as another segment. The construction
of arguments is consciously built in such ways to create acceptance among the receivers.
In our approach we are using logic and rhetoric theory.
The choice of words, the rhetorical strategies used and the construction of arguments are
our scope of study in this project. A comprehensive part of the project is text analysis. For
the above-mentioned reasons we claim that our main question is to be found within the
dimension of Text and Sign.
1.2 Science and Philosophy dimension
To make inquiries about the ideas presented by others is an exercise that is as old as the
Western philosophical tradition. The notions of Ethos, Logos and Pathos were first
described by Aristotle and have been at the centre of the philosophical discipline ever
since.
By using formal logic as a way of analysing arguments presented by politicians, we will be
able to determine whether they present valid arguments that convey information and
contribute to the production of knowledge. Such investigations are part of Epistemology.
3When we continue with a rhetorical analysis of the same political argumentations, we can
examine one of the most important tools in politics: persuasion.
Additionally, by performing this analytical work on the argumentation within politics, we
have chosen to examine a cornerstone of our society, one that was born together with the
Western philosophical tradition, namely democracy.
The methods that we have chosen to use in this project, as well as the subject we are
studying, are therefore both firmly placed within the discipline of Philosophy.
1.3 Methodology
In the process of finding an approach to answer our cardinal question, we have had a lot of
thoughts on method.
The methodology was gradually built up around our theoretical foundation, which is a
combination of rhetoric and logic. In order to get a methodological footing for interview, we
have included some interview theory, next to the theoretically determined conditions - all of
this will be elaborated on later.
Creating the cardinal question and tracing empirical data
Originaly the group was gathered around the subject title ”I feel you don’t understand me!”, 
which was supposed to deal with lovers’ quarels. While brainstorming on this subject, 
another subject area seemed to create agreement between the members of the group. As
a branch of our brainstorming tree we entered a field of politics, which focused on how
politicians argue with tools such as ’I feel such and such’ or ’I believe such and such’.
From this point on we tried to find entries to this field, coming up with examples of
empirical data to be collected.
While working on this theme, we tried to agree on which politician or party to work with.
At the time of this discussion, the candidate of the party Enhedslisten, Asmaa Abdol-
Hamid, was very much in the spotlight of the media. As she was the key figure in a
controversial situation in Danish politics, because of some problematic utterances that she
4has aired in the media, we figured she would be an interesting subject of our project. At
this point we were already thinking about questions such as: ’how do you argue for your 
claim’, etc. 
At the same time we discussed the direct opposite of Asmaa Abdol-Hamid, who stressed
the point of diversity. The opposite of this we found to be Dansk Folkeparti (DF), who has
the most rigid attitude towards foreign policy in Denmark.
While trying to find the right empirical data, we created a basic knowledge of the tools of
logic and rhetoric. This knowledge came to be important –both for the reader of the final
project and for us, in order to have a shared frame of reference.
In the middle of our process an event occurred which had a substantial impact on our
project: The 24th of October, the prime minister of Denmark, Anders Fogh Rasmussen
called for election to be held on the 13th of November 2007.
Suddenly our possibilities were reduced to mere luck of getting in contact with anyone
from the parties. Asmaa was the first candidate we stopped focusing on –in her time as a
candidate she had had too much attention, and she would be unavailable for us now. We
then turned to DF trying to contact their headquarters, but as we had feared they did not
even recognize our attempts to get their attention. Finally, in connection with the election,
a representative of DF, Henrik Brodersen, was to appear at Roskilde University for
an ’election 2007’ –debate. We contacted him, and he agreed to meet us after the two-
hour debate.
We began preparing questions, and worked on an approach, in order to meet Henrik
Brodersen (DF) face to face.
We prepared to meet him with an attitude of professionalism. His presence was not met
with a lot of support during the election debate, as RU students do not fit the prototypical
voter of DF. (See the section: ‘a prototypical case’)
Assumably, we assumed that Henrik Brodersen would have some predetermined notions
have prejudice about us, as we would about him.
To prevent prejudice to influence the interview, we worked on providing an atmosphere of
neutrality, which also meant that in our methodological considerations we had to be as
5open as possible about the purpose of the interview. We agreed on letting him know that
the main idea with the interview focused on his argumentation skills and furthermore, his
way of responding to the criticism of the argumentation and structure of “Dansk 
Folkeparti’s party program”. Henrik Brodersen was to be aware that this was not meant as 
a discussion and attack of his political views.
The interview
Preparing the questions for the interview, we sought to find guidance in Steinar Kvale’s: 
InterView - En Introduktion til det kvalitative forskningsinterview2.
What we had in mind was to find a template for the interview, which could provide us with
some basic, methodological considerations and furthermore, to get an approach which we
could support with acknowledged and verified theories.
In this quote below, we will show how Kvale has made a definition of the philosophical
discourse:
Den filosofiske diskurs er en barsk form for interaktion - Sokrates sammenligner sig
selv med en retslig forhørsleder - der tilsigter at nå frem til teoretisk viden gennem
den diskursive argumentations ubønhørlige strenghed. Forskningsinterview har i
almindelighed en mildere form; den interviewede er informant, ikke filosofisk
modstander. Intervieweren stiller interviewpersonen spørgsmål for at få viden om
hans eller hendes livssituation og indlader sig sjældent på hårdnakkede
argumentationer med den interviewede om logikken og sandheden i hans eller
hendes udsagn. Det ligger uden for forskningsinterviewets horisont, at
intervieweren skulle hævde styrke af sine egne opfattelser af det udforskede emne
eller forsøge at ændre den interviewedes overbevisning. (Kvale, 35)3
2 A book often referred to in projects at RU, with the purpose of providing projects with a research
approach based on making interviews in order to collect empirical data.
3  Translation: “the philosophical discourse is a harsh form or interaction –Socrates compares himself with
a judicial interogationleader–which aims at reaching a theoretical knowledge through the discursive
argumentation’s relentless harshness. The research interview has genraly a more lenient form; the 
interviewee is informant, not philsophical opponent. The interviewer poses the interviewee questions to
achieve knowledge about his or her life situation and is rarelly embarking in persistent argumentation with
the interviewee about the logic and truth in his or her utterances. It is beyond the horizon of the research
interview that the interviewer should assert strenght of own understandings of the explored subject or
atempt to change the interviewee’s beliefs”
6The philosophical discourse is created using the example of “Symposion”, Plato’s 
philosophical dialogue, presented in a dramatic form (Kvale, 33), in which he lets his
mentor Socrates lead the word at the celebration of Agathon in the dialogue between
different Greek guests, as they each make an attempt to define Eros. Here Socrates has
the role as a judicial interrogator (Kvale, 35), and this is to some extent what we wished to
do with Henrik Brodersen.
Sokrates’ påtagede uvidenhed og hans ironiske stil bekræfter eler afkræfter 
de mange vidneudsagn, der fremsættes. Hans afdækning af modsigelser i
modstanderens argumenter giver antydninger for dem, der vil lytte.4 (Kvale, 33)
But, as also stated in the first quote, an interview in the spirit of argumentation is not really
within the field of research interview.
The model of claiming naiveté, presenting the opponent’s own arguments in a miror, and 
asking him if this is still his claim, could definitely be worth to have in mind while
performing the interview. We also tried to include this in the questions for the interview, but
at the same time arguing was already firmly set by the rules of logic, and thus it seemed
equally relevant to work with statements, arguments, contradictions, tautologies, fallacies
etc. according to our theory. The interview also had a dimension that we at first had not
considered – the tactic of response of our interviewee, which turned out to be very
defensive.
Finally, as the interview had been performed, we began working with both the party
program and the interview.
Approaching and analyzing our empirical data
To begin with we finished of the analysis of the party program, using tools of analysis, both
rhetoric and logic.
4 Translation: “Socrates’ feigned ignorance and his ironic style verifies or denies the many testimonies
which are presented. His exposure of contradiction in his opponents’ arguments gives insinuations for the
ones who want to listen.”
7By extracting fallacies from the interview, we built six cases, which highlights problematic
aspects of the interviewee’s argumentation.
Analysis of empirical data collected by others
In order to make a prototype out of Henrik Brodersen, we have used statistical data found
in the survey bank of Aalborg University.
The merit of using secondary data collection wass that it gave us an opportunity to explore
a research question, without having to go through the process of collecting similar data
ourselves. It gave us a high quality data set based on a large representative samples.
In the collection of these data, 2264 people were consulted and it was carried out by
Gallup.
We are aware that statistical data comes with an amount of limitations, especially
secondary use of data collections (Bryman, 205-206).
 Lack of data familiarity: when the survey is conducted by others, some time is
needed to get familiar with the results, variables and their presentation, but as the
range of information we needed from the survey was limited, this familiarising
process was not an obstacle to our use of the source.
 No control over data quality: It is important to consider the credibility of the source
of the material, however in this case, the use of secondary surveys were
unquestionable, because we did not ourselves have the opportunity to conduct a
survey more comprehensive than the one we have used.
 Absence of key variables: As we did not ourselves conduct a survey, we had no
control over the variables included, so we had to do with the three: gender, class
implication and age. If other aspects had been included it could have given us a
more flexible and adequate picture to draw a prototype from.
Our approach to the use of statistical data is ambiguous. Statistical data shows us a crude
and simplistic picture of the world. However the use of statistical data is an acknowledged,
8scientific method used to make sound assumptions about the world. Therefore, we have
found that we can use statistical data, collected by others, to create a prototypical profile of
the voters of DF.
Sub-conclusion and analysis
Following the analysis, we have created a sub-conclusion, which is leading up to the
conclusion.
In the discussion we put the results of analyzing the party program and analyzing the
interview next to each other, to reach a sub-conclusion concerning what kind of
information we as voters have access to, and furthermore, what future voters should be
aware of listening to and reading persuasive political discourse.
Delimitations
While forming our cardinal question, and being in the process of working problem-oriented
with our subject matter, we were affected by a number of difficulties, which had an effect
on our final result and working process:
Election 2007
The sudden call for election had the negative effect that everyone unexpectedly
was out of reach. On the other hand it created a frame for us that made our project
so actual that we all felt more motivated in creating our results.
Logic and politics
During the process we have constantly been forced to differ the content of politics –
or said in another way, differences in political views – from actual, logical
argumentation. Especially in the interview, where we wanted to be crisp and clear,
but where we ended up discussing content of Henrik Brodersen’s claims, instead of 
the form and structure of his argumentative skills.
9Crisp, Clear and Concise
Working with the theoretical foundation of rhetoric and logic, we were constantly
reminded that emphasis should be put on the clarity and sharpness of our own
actions and writings–and if not, they ought not to be there!
So learning to work to be even more precise than ever before, we have all found it
necessary to try twice, in order to be the three C’s: crisp, clear and concise!
1.4 Problem Definition
This project can be seen as a way of taking stock of political argumentation in Denmark
2007: How are the politicians talking to us? How do they reach their conclusions? Are they
aware of the technicalities behind argumentation, such as how to build up an argument
with premises that logically lead to a conclusion? Are they purposely avoiding logical valid
argumentation? If yes, which rhetorical means do they use instead?
Many other critical questions come to mind. These questions are often neglected, and with
severe implications, namely that we do not really know what, if any, information is
transformed when politicians talk to us.
The questions that we will ask in this project and the investigations we will make come at
an important time: while we are writing this project the Danish 2007 election for parliament
is taking place. Politicians from 9 different parties attempt to convince us to elect them.
And the competition is fierce. The Social Democrats are attempting to regain the control of
the government after 6 years in the cold and are running at full throttle. Meanwhile, the
sitting government is trying its best to ensure voters that they are the only party who will
keep Denmark healthy and well, while the Social Democrats are the direct way to chaos.
These parties and the smaller ones trying to get a more influential position after the
election are talking to us all the time. They are on morning debates shows, evening
debates shows, public debates, TV debates, they meet us on the street, they come to
workplaces and schools, and they write lots and lots of material for the newspaper and
online media. And we are listening like never before.
But when we listen are we really receiving any information? Are we getting any
argumentation that we can work with? Or is it all beliefs, opinions and smart rhetorical
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tricks. Or worse: contradictions, fallacies and other argumentation misdemeanours that
really leaves the politicians as nothing but plants.
All of the above defines our focus area and leads us to pose the followng cardinal question:
1.5 Cardinal question
Using empirical data5 colected from Dansk Folkeparti’s 2007 oficial party program, 2007 
election campaign (written material, public debates, etc) and an interview with a party
candidate for parliament –all the while keeping an overall focus on immigration politics –
we will answer the following question:
What is the role of logical validity in political argumentation –is it even used by
politicians? - and what means aside from logic are employed by the politicians to
argue their point?
5 More information about our case study can be found in the section on analysis of empirical data.
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2. Theory
2.1 Statements and arguments
“Ofering an argument is to ofer a series of related statements which represent an atempt 
to justify the claim in question” (Hendricks, 11).
The point of this reference is to point out these few key-notes:
 a statement is not an argument in itself
 a claim must be justified
 when offering your argument to someone, what will it take for them to accept the
claim?
 What force might it take to convince the opponent?
If an argument is successfully composed the opponent is obligated to accept the
conclusion. This will be elaborated on in the section on validity.
If you are convinced of something by other means than a valid argument, the opponent
might have used methods of brute force, fear, compassion, popular opinion etc. See
examples of this in the section of fallacies.
If there exists a need to find fallacies and to prove the validity and soundness of a claim,
one method is to break an argument into pieces. This is done by separating the premises
from the conclusion and seeing if the argument is valid by creating the argument schemata.
In order to recognize what kind of argument is being used, it is important to look at the
connector words (also known as logical connectives).
One example shows how the connector words create what is called a material implication,
(Hendricks, 12):
Ex.:
1. If the Americans are invading China, then the world is at war
2. The world is not at war
3. Therefore: The Americans are not invading China.
“If….then…” ties together the premises and the conclusion, and implies that one state of
affairs entails another state of affairs. This particular form of argument, is what makes it a
material implication, which can be written with the letters A→ B (A is the atomic statement:
12
the Americans are invading China, → = if…,then…, B is another atomic statement: The
world is at war)
1. If A, then B.
2. Not B.
3.Not A.
There are amongst others three groups, which the statements might fall into. Below follows
a number of examples, connected to their group.
1) First statement group is contradictions, as for example: “Don’t use contradictions” 
(Hendricks, 2) or “Everything is relative” (Hendricks, 4).
A contradiction is a statement, which is false, in every situation.
The principle of non-contradiction states that “[..] It is impossible for the same thing at the
same time to belong and not belong to the same thing at the same time and in the same
respect” (Hendricks, 2).
2) To the second group belong tautologies i.e.: “It is what it is” (Hendricks, 6) or “This is 
this, this ain’t something else, this is this” (Hendricks, 5)
The definition of a tautology states that, a statement is a tautology if it is true at all possible
situations (Hendricks, 5).
3) The third group of statements contains contingent statements i.e.: “It rained in New York
City on October 24, 2005” (Hendricks, 6).
These statements are either true or false: True in some situations, false in others. It is true
if it in fact rained, and it is false if it did not rain on that date.
The definition of a contingent statement is that a statement is contingent if it is true in
some situations and false in other situations (Hendricks, 7).
Here we quote directly from Thought 2 Talk, in order to emphasize why it is important to
have rules for communicating: “Here it sufices to say that due to the problematic nature of
such statements some have thought that natural language is too rich – and too
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inconsistent – to be the proper medium for thought and that only restricted parts of
language are suitable vehicles for proper reasoning” (10).
It is relevant to discuss why we should be aware of proper argumentation, and sustain a
critical attitude towards the things we hear–also from politicians.
All statements follow the principle of bivalence: Every statement of language is either true
or false (Hendricks, 1). This principle is only important to the declarative statements of the
natural language. Or put in another way: you will find commands, aesthetic judgments,
predictions and statements of moral viewpoints in the natural language, besides
declarative statements, but only declarative statements have to satisfy the principle of
bivalence, as the other kinds of statements are not only true or false in any obvious way
(Hendricks, 1).
2.2 Validity
Validity is the goal when constructing an argument. A definition of validity can be found in
Hendricks’ Thought2Talk:
K follows from premises A1 …. An means that K's truth is a consequence of
the premises' truth. Put differently, it is impossible to have a situation in which
all the premises are true but the conclusion yet false. (19)
The significance of this definition is crucial when constructing an argument: if you manage
to build a valid argument your conclusion must be accepted. If not, the person refusing to
accept your conclusion is being inconsistent and, according to Aristotle, is nothing but a
plant.
Likewise, this definition of validity is the most important tool when you enter a debate as
the critical opponent. If you can prove your opponent's argument invalid you can deny his
conclusion and thereby gain the upper hand that is if you can present a valid counter
argument.
In this project we will not act as a direct opponent to anybody, but we will nevertheless
analyse the arguments of an opponent's perspective and validity will therefore be our first
means of examination.
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The validity of an argument can be tested in several ways. They all attempt to do the same,
namely test whether the argument is valid according the definition above.
Counterexample
With a simple argument where your opponent presents you with some premises and then
a conclusion, the easiest way –and the one often used in daily life –is to find a simple
counterexample. Consider the following argument:
If you are Danish, then you eat bacon.
You are Danish.
You eat bacon.
All you would need as a counterexample is a Danish vegetarian. Such a counterexample
would show that the premise can be true while the conclusion remains false, thus
rendering the argument invalid.
More complicated arguments
As Hendricks notes most arguments are more complex than the one presented above (25).
With a complicated argument several exercises are necessary before we can determine
the validity of an argument. The first is the formalization of the argument, where the logical
form–the premises, conclusion and their logical connectives –are discovered (Hendricks,
26). When formalization has taken place several ways of testing validity are possible.
These include truth-tables and trees (chapter three of Thought2Talk).
More complex arguments take more work before a determination of the validity can be
assessed, but we are essentially still just looking for the counterexample and test whether
the arguments upholds the rule presented in the definition of validity.
Just as powerful as your argument can be if it is valid, just as powerful will your opponent's
case against you be if your argument is invalid.
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Soundness
Form
Validity does not necessarily convey any truth. Logical validity cannot recognize whether
the premises’ content is true, but merely if the form of the argument is valid. If we manage
to proove that one or more premises are not true, the conclusion of the argument might be
valid, but necessarily unsound.
Content
Additionally, two statements might both be true, but if they contradict each other the
statements are inconsistent and ultimately make the argument unsound. That is why the
audience has to criticaly inspect the premises’ coherence with the conclusion.
With logic we can only test whether an argument is valid. But validity alone is not enough.
To achieve a sound conclusion truth and validity are both necessities. What is being said
(the content) and how it is being said (the form) is everything.
2.3 Fallacies
When stating an argument it is important to note, that if you accept the premises you are
forced to accept the conclusion.
Within a conversation however, facts can be stated and the conclusion can be said –
without the statements supporting or leading logically to the conclusion. The conclusion, in
other words, may have no logical connection to the set of premises. In that case the
argument contains a fallacy.
To commit a fallacy is to jump to the conclusion with a line of arguing that does not have
any validity. In everyday life arguments usually lack the valid line of arguing, but do still
have the power to change opinions or have an influence of the listener or listeners.
An example:
If you buy milk, you will to go to the shopping center. You are going to the shopping
center, therefore you will buy milk. This is formalised as:
1. A→B
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2. B
3. A
As sound as the argument might appear, the person going to the shopping center could go
there for various reasons. In the desperate need for sugar or any other item the shopping
center could be entered, not associated with the need for milk. Therefore we must
conclude that the argumentation is invalid. One has to be careful with the arguments used,
and not be forced into believing anything than the logical line of thought in arguing.
Fallacies can be classified under different headlines and thereby be discovered.
A usual line of argumentation used in everyday life is Ad Baculum - the Brute Force
method (Hendricks, 43). The Brute Force argumentation is often heard in between children
and parents:
‘If you do not behave, then you wil get to bed without dinner.’
‘You'l tidy up your room, or else you wil get no presents for christmas.’
The convincing of the child does not appear out of logical reasoning but out of straight
forward threats. No explanation for why it is important to behave or to clean up the room is
mentioned, only a statement from which the conclusion can be clearly seen.
There are other situations when fallacies are used. In this case, politicians can be a very
good example. ‘The Man arguments’ –also known as Ad hominem (Hendricks, 44) - are
used as a personal attack on the person who presents his viewpoint. The Man arguments
are often used to let the speaker loose credibility and respect from the listeners, usually by
comparing the views stated to an unpoplar person, a party or group of people. When
saying you understand the Iraqi people fighting for their rights, your oppenent has the
chance to proclaim you are an terrorist. Obviously, this is jumping to the conclusion and a
fallacy.
Other fallacies within arguments are the usage of authority –as children we learn to
respect our parents, later in life teachers and lecturers, in working life our boss. We learn
not to oppose the authority.
”Mum has said..” should be a good way of persuasion between children, as mum is known
to be the eldest, most respected person and therefore what mum says should be right –
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yet, a fallacy.
Later in life children learn to turn towards somebody else than their elders, namely with the
opinion of ‘The Masses’ –Ad Populum (Hendricks, 46).
”Al the others have these pair of jeans” or ”Everybody else is alowed to the party”is an
usual attempt by teenagers or children to convince their parents of getting exactly these
pair of jeans or going to the party.
Letting oneself be convinced by the the opinion of the majority is an often used
justification, but a fallacy nevertheless.
2.4 On rhetoric
So far we have merely considered the means of logic to convey a message. However, in
political discourse this will deem insufficient. Political discourse has the function of being
deliberately persuasive. Rhetoric is then a tool suitable for streamlining ones logically valid
arguments and at the same time entitles invalid, unsound arguments since the aim of
political discourse is not necessarily transmission of information.
The nature of Rhetoric
Rhetoric derives from the Greek word rhêtôr, meaning orator. The study of rhetoric is the
study of the persuasive means of a discourse. Rhetoric is used to persuade the auditor or
reader into believing oracting according to the orator’s request. 
Aristotle (4th century B.C.) was one of the first to define rhetoric. He “defined rhetorical 
discourse as the art of ‘discovering al the available means of persuasion in any given 
case’” (Abrams, 277). And focusing on the rhetorical means an orator can use to persuade
his/her audience emotionally and intellectually he established three key concepts of
persuasion.
Firstly, Ethos is to present the character and credibility of the orator as believable to the
audience.
Pathos is to appeal to an emotional effect from the auditor. This can be done through the
choice of lexis, concrete examples and a well-structured representation. All implying a
presentation directed to the audience, their estimated worldview and preferences.
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And finally, Logos is the use of reasoning and ability to built up and present a logically
developed argument, either deductive or inductive.
Following the Aristotelian tradition, classical rhetoricians created a scheme of an effective
rhetorical discourse, it consisted of three canons: invention, disposition and style. The
roman tradition (first century B.C.) added two more steps, though less important for
discourse analysis: memoria (to remember the argument, learn them by heart) and
pronounciatio (to present the discourse in a persuasive way).
The New Rhetoric of the 20th century carries on the tradition of the first rhetoricians, a
tradition that involves a corresponding relationship between rhetoric and logic. Rhetoric is
thus, according to the new rhetoricians supporting ground for the presentation of the
rational and valid argument (Hendricks & Stjernfelt, 229).
Different tools can be utilized in the process of presenting a persuasive argument. For
example the choices of premises, and the planning of these, are referring to the invention
canon. The premises customized to common acknowledged principles (Hendricks &
Stjernfelt, 223) The choice of ambiguous premises that can be used in different contexts,
changing meaning after the audience’s perception.
As to the disposition canon, there are different ways of structuring an argument. If an
argument consists of both controversial and sympathetic premises, a strategy of
combining those could be to start out creating an air of sympathy and then, after
establishing a positive bond to the listeners, present the controversial parts, e.g.
embarrassing concessions or disclaimers. Rhetoric can be used as an effective means of
logic, however, as Hendricks & Stjernfelt puts it, “det kræver, at man er på vagt for
retorikken som exces, hvor den forlader gyldigheden og kører på propagandistisk frihjul”6
(236)
Rhetorical devices
Rhetoric is the strategic use of language and structure. To identify the linguistic means
commonly used as persuasive, recognisable in both advertisement and political discourse,
6 Translation: “that demands that one is watching out for the rhetoric as excess, where it leaves validity and 
drives on the propagandist freewheel”
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a focused discourse analysis is needed. According to Thorne are these devices possible to
categorise in four classes (75-78).
First and foremost, the orator’s choice of words, the lexis, is decided either of the attitude
towards the audience, the situation, the wished response or the topic, which might acquire
a subject-specific lexis. The lexical choice can therefore reveal which of the three concepts
of persuasion (ethos, pathos or logos) the orator uses in his/her discourse.
Secondly, figurative or metaphorical language plays a significant part of the rhetoric used
to persuade an audience or reader. In political discourse it can be used to explain complex
arguments that would be to make abstract issues concrete or simple to the audience. Also
repetition and development of a metaphor during the discourse is a common means to
reinforce the message of the orator.
Thirdly, sound patterning is used to create a stylistic effect. A slogan is easier remembered
if it is built on some of the following devices. Also these can amplify the message
conveyed to the reader.
A couple of examples on these are:
- Alliteration (the present slogan of the Danish Social democrats: Vi Vælger Velfærd7)
- Set of three (the slogan of the French revolution: Liberté, Egalité, Fraternité)
And last, the structure of a text or speech is an effective rhetorical device as it can be used
to guide the reader through the text or argument presented e.g. by the use of explicitly
marked themes as sub-headlines, which convey emphasis on key points.
The structure inside the text e.g. contrasting abstract nouns with negative and positive
connotation is another device, called antithesis and juxtapositions of nouns.
And a third feature we will go through in the project report is listing of e.g. abstract nouns
that will provide the reader with support for an argument.
7This danish slogan translates roughly into ”We choose welfare”. 
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3. Analysis of empirical data
3.1 Case for analysis
We have picked a case consisting of texts in different modes. With point of departure in a
writen text from Dansk Folkeparti’s (DF) party program8 delineating DF’s stance towards 
immigration policy, we will analyze an interview with a representative from the party.
This choice of case, is due to an interest in the political argumentation of Danish politics
that especially DF has understood to conduct in a way that have made them prominent in
the way we understand and talk about politics.
Furthermore, we know from experience that it is possible to identify fallacies in their
argumentation as e.g. generalizations.
This makes the case interesting to look at with both logic and rhetoric in mind, since DF,
despite their invalid arguments still manages to convince the public to support them.
3.2 Text analysis
The text is written with the purpose of publication, and is therefore possible to regard as an
expression of Dansk Folkeparti’s oficial stance in this specific field that leads towards the 
action initiatives which is described in the text. Thus it is usable as a key up against other
utterances a DF politician may express either written or orally.
In the following we will go through the text thoroughly, analysing the different means used
to express the convictions and claims of DF. This analysis will decidedly be a discourse
analysis, taking point of departure in the description of political discourse in Mastering
Advanced English Language by Sara Thorne. The discourse analysis will be conducted in
order to understand how a political message is conveyed to an audience and to
understand how this can be done with more or less power and impact, and serving to
decide the mode, manner and context in which the discourse is uttered. Furthermore we
will investigate if the vocabulary and grammar use reveals any ideological background or
certain view of the world and humanity, and which rhetorical means that are used to
8 See Appendix 2.
21
persuade the reader, utilising the Aristotelian notions of logos, pathos or ethos. We will
investigate how the orator uses rhetorical language, to create emphasis, focus on a theme,
avoiding topics or specific statements of belief and so forth, and finally, we will discuss
how the rhetoric is consistent with the particular ideology expressed.
Through this approach we imply an understanding of the function of political discourse as
a means of persuasion
Register
The mode of the text is written; written to be read and to be published. It functions as a
party program, meant to describe which actions the party is going to work towards, which
changes they will make, and which focal point they will take. The field covered in the text is
immigration and integration politics, both describing how Denmark has been influenced by
the immigration through the last few decades in DF’s optic and expressing their atitudes 
towards this area.
The describing part of the text contains very formal features with long complex sentences.
Yet, the expressions of initiatives are less complex and direct.
Vocabulary
The lexis use in the text can de categorised in two major fields.
Firstly, the use of subject specific vocabulary that reveals the ideology and worldview
behind the discourse. The first striking pattern of words concerning the concept of culture
makes it possible to identify the writers’ perception of culture as diferentiated, as 
something that is independent, that can be destroyed and which is predominant static cf.
Kultur, vestlige kulturkreds, kulturelle påvirkninger, det danske folk, indvandring, den
udviklede verden, den tredje verden, befolkningsoverskud, danskernes land, kulturtræk,
kulturgrundlag, befolkningsammensætning, multikulturelt, multietnisk, fremmede kulturer,
kultursammenstød, folkevandringer, homogen kultur9 (Appendix 2, VIII)
The repetition of words and patterns of words, like the one described above creates the
focal point of the discourse and emphasises these words and their implied meaning.
9 Translation: “Culture, western culture circle, cultural influences, the Danish people, immigration, the
developed world, the third world. Population surfeit, the Danes' country, cultural features, culture basis,
composition of population, multicultural, multiethnic, alien cultures, cultural clash, migrations,
homogeneous culture. “
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Secondly, the use of abstract nouns general for the text, is predominantly a listing of these,
as “… frihed, demokratisering, ligestiling, oplysning…”10.(Appendix 2, VIII) All have a
positive connotation. Using words of this kind leaves out the possibility of countering the
statement, as they are universally understood as positive ideals, though the meaning
differs from whom uttering them. The use of abstract nouns with a not well-defined
meaning creates diffusion of concepts, for example, as DF is doing, giving ideals of the
enlightenment the name of Danish values, which again lays emphasis on the impact of
what is called the Danish values, giving these importance and positive connotation.
Grammar
The use of pronouns and adjectives with the word culture implies a differentiation between
at least two different and incompatible cultures (vores vs. fremmede11) and creates a
conflict.
Generaly the use of pronouns is excluding. The ‘we’es’ refer to either DF or the Danish
people as a closed circle. A problem occurs when it is hard to establish whether they are
talking on behalf of the Danish people as a whole or on behalf of the party. I.e. in the
quote: ”vi vil ikke påtvinges samvær med mennesker, som forkaster det kulturgrundlag,
der har skabt vores land.”12(Appendix 2, VIII) ’Our’ must necessarily refer to al Danes, cf. 
Denmark is the land of the Danes (Appendix 2, VIII), but the ‘we’ in the beginning of the 
sentence can be interpreted as both encompassing al Danes or as describing DF’s circle 
of members and supporters. The excluding use of pronouns, also refered to as ‘Them and
Us’-rhetoric, contributes to make the reference, the immigrants, a faceless and threatening
mass of people. The use of third person pronouns; their, them and so forth, in the following
claims, implies a conflict between a, for the reader, well-known concept, our culture, and
the unknown population group referred to as them, with their own culture.“Indvandrerne vil
videreføre deres egen kultur...” 13 (Appendix 2, VIII) and ”de skal herefter afgive en
erklæring om, at de er villige til at indordne sig under dansk lovgivning og leve på en måde,
der er forenelig med vores kultur, så længe de opholder sig her”14(Appendix 2, VIII)
10Translation: ”…liberty, democratization, equality, enlightenment…”
11 Translation: Ours vs. alien
12 Our underlining, translation: “We will not be forced to being together with people, who refuse the cultural
basis that has created our country.”
13 Our underlining,translation: ”The immigrants wil pass on their own culture”
14 Our underlining,translation: “They musthereafter submit a declaration that states they are willing to adapt
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In political discourse, the choice of lexis and grammar supports the ideology of the writers.
In this case, it is easy to determine, as the whole text is imbued with cultural nationalistic
and culture imperialistic ideology. Danish values imply a specific and unique Danish
culture; the “idea that a nation is essentialy an ethnic or cultural entity” (Heywood, 107) 
belongs to the cultural nationalistic line of thought.
This is a concept described by the German philosopher Johann Herder (1744-1803).
”Herder’s nationalism … amounts to a form of culturalism that emphasises an awareness 
and appreciation of national traditions and colective memories” (Heywood, 106). An 
important feature of cultural nationalism is the strong exclusion, the understanding of a
culture as something an individual inherits and cannot obtain.
Or as it is described in DF’s partyprogram:
…det at tilhøre en nation forudsæter, at man indgår i det fælesskab, som 
binder nationens borgere sammen: Fælles sprog, et fælles sæt værdier,
fælles grundsyn, skikke, der er udviklet gennem historien og en adfærd,
nationens borgere føler sig trygge ved. Mennesker, der ikke deler de fælles
værdier – eller som direkte modarbejder dem – kan ikke optages i
fællesskabet.15(Appendix 2, XI)
Furthermore, Herder’s concept of nationalism implies that nations are “natural or organic” 
bodies, cf. lexis use in the text, “naturligt samkvem”16(Appendix 2, VIII). Comparable to this
view is that of “modern social psychologists, who point to the tendency of people to form 
groups in order to gain security, identity and belonging” (Heywood, 107) entailing a rhetoric 
that is build on fear or anxiety creating tales in order to elevate their own security
maintaining function. In the following we will extract quotes from the DF text, showing how
they have built their propositions on the rhetorical feature of pathos; playing on the
to Danish legislation and live in a way that is compatible with our culture as long as they stay here”
15 Translation: “to belong to a nation entails that one becomes part of the felowship that joins the nation’s 
citizens together: Common language, a common set of values, shared philosophy, customs, which is
developed throughout history and a behaviour, the nation’s citizens feel comfortableabout. People, who
do not share the common values–or who directly opposes them –cannot be admited to the community”
16 Translation: “Natural interaction”
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readers’ feelings - in this case fear or, even worse, anxiety.
Rhetoric
The initial introduction to this text contains a repeated emphasis on the claim that different
cultures cannot unite; this is done through a statement, which addresses the fear for the
continued existence of Denmark
“Danmark er danskernes land, det er meget lille og dets fortsatte eksistens som et stabilt
demokrati er betinget af, at vores befolkningssammensætning ikke ændres vidtgående.”17
(Appendix 2, VIII) (1)
and elaborated on
En fortsættelse af de seneste årtiers indvandring fra lande udenfor den
vestlige kulturkreds, kombineret med indvandrernes meget høje
fødselshyppighed, vil indenfor de nærmeste årtier få vidtrækkende,
ødelæggende virkninger ikke blot for Danmarks befolkningssammensætning,
men for hele samfundsstrukturen. 18 (Appendix 2, VIII) (2)
First part of sentence (1) - Denmark is the land of the Danes - is a tautology, since, if it
could be said that a country belongs to anyone, then Denmark must necessarily belong to
the citizens, and the Danish citizens are the Danes. Logically, this part of the sentence
communicates no information, and is thereby trivial. Rhetorically, on the other hand, the
expression exposes DF’s perception of a nation and emphasizes the importance of being 
a Dane, have the form of alliteration, in thread with the Danish values. It leaves the reader
wondering, who is included in the term Dane, and which values and properties a person
should contain to be Danish.
The claim of sentence (1) - the continued existence of Denmark as a stabile democracy is
17 Translation: “Denmark is the land of the Danes, it is very small and its continued existence as a stable
democracy is determined of our composition of population not being revised extensively” 
18Translation: ”A continuation of the last decades' immigration from countries outside the western culture
circle, combined with the immigrants' very high birth rate, will in the coming decades bring far-reaching
and destructive effects, not just for the population composition of Denmark, but for all of the society's
structure ”
25
conditional on the population composition not being revised extensively - is implying the
tacit premise that a democracy is stable if the population is homogeneous.
This entails a further range of statements in the following parts of the text, which state that
immigration must be limited, or that immigrants should adjust to the existing norms, which
again is dependant on how DF would define the existing norms for Danes.
Statement (2) is a claim or prediction without the use of modals, hence, a necessity. The
text does not provide any data or support leading to a justification of the claim. Logically, it
is therefore questionable if the claim is sound and valid at the same time. As (1), this claim
has another purpose, namely of creating a worst case scenario, which is appealing to the
readers’ feeling of fear,
The rhetorical notion of pathos is dominating in another quote as well,
Der findes intet samfund i verden, hvor en fredelig integration af muslimer i en
anden kultur har været mulig, og det er uansvarligt at påføre Danmark et
kultursammenstød, som risikerer meget alvorlige følgevirkninger.19 (Appendix
2, VIII)
In this context the writers are mixing the group of Muslims, the group of immigrants and
the group of fugitives together, as the text jumps from talking about immigrants to suddenly
referring to a specified group determined by religious belief. Once again the writers
address the readers’ fear as a means of persuasion. Furthermore, the claim is generalizing 
and the nature of it makes it easy to counter with a single example, namely of one Muslim
that is peacefully integrated in another culture.
Our example is Naser Khader, who known as a respected politician in the Danish society,
is participating non-forcefully and positive in the Danish society, and who has emigrated
from Syria, when he was 11 years old. If the interviewee is accepting this counterexample,
he is thereby acknowledging that the premise is false and the conclusion - that it is
19 Translation: “There exists no society, in which it has been possible to peacefully integrate Muslims in
another culture, and it is irresponsible to impose Denmark a cultural clash and risking very serious
consequences.” 
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irresponsible to impose Denmark a cultural clash - is built on false premises. (See section:
‘Naser Khader Argument’).
Another allegation presented with no support is:
”Indvandrerne vil videreføre deres egen kultur, der vil få samme følger her som i deres 
hjemlande”20(Appendix 2, VIII)
The nature of the proposition is a prediction about the future, and must therefore be built
on belief. However, it has the same effect has the above mentioned; it creates a fear for
the indefinable, unknown and alien.
Besides building the text on pathos and unsupported claims, it entails a couple of
contradictory statements:
"Enhver offentlig betaling for særbehandling af indvandrere, det være sig i
forbindelse med forplejning, bolig, hospitalsbehandling eller
modersmålsundervisning, afskaffes.”21(Appendix 2, X)
and
Et ophold på en af de danske folkehøjskoler eller tilsvarende
voksenundervisning på aftenskolerne skal være en del af denne obligatoriske
tilegnelse. Undervisningen bør være gratis med mindre den pågældende selv
har økonomisk mulighed for at betale for undervisningen.22(Appendix 2, XI).
As a free stay on adult education college or evening school only is offered to immigrants, it
must necessarily be special treatment with public payment, thus DF is proposing a motion
against their own program, which leaves the reader with doubt to the actual opinions of DF
and which actions they will take, when one of the propositions necessarily must be false if
the other is true. Self-contradiction is similar to saying nothing at all!
20 Translation: “The immigrants will impose their own culture, which will have the same consequences here
as in their home countries”
21Translation: “Any public payment for special treatment of immigrants, e.g. in connection to food, housing, 
hospital treatment or education in mother tongue, is to be abolished”
22Translation: ”A stay on one of the Danish adult education coleges or equivalent adult education on the
evening schools must be a part of this obligatory acquisition. The education should be free, unless the
concerned immigrant has economic possibility to pay for the education himself ”
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Another rhetorical device utilized in the text is the juxtaposition of contrasts; an example is
to be found in the following statement:
”At gøre Danmarkmultietnisk indebærer, at udviklingsfjendtlige, reaktionære kulturer vil
nedbryde vores hidtil stabile, homogene samfund”23(Appendix 2, VIII)
The problem of this statement is that it arranges a conflict between notions that actually
does not entail this conflict. Hostility towards development and reactionary is associated
with immigration, the alien, and at the same time has a negative connotation, while stable
and homogeneous are put in the context of Denmark, the known, and have a positive
connotation. However, the dichotomy of reactionary vs. stable or hostility towards
development vs. homogeneity is merely based on the different connotations, as there is no
actual conflict in something being stable and reactionary at the same time. Thus, it is not a
law of nature that a homogeneous and stable society cannot contain reactionary cultures,
rather the contrary. This is another example of how a rhetorical device can be used to
communicate a meaning in a statement that is idle.
General for the text as a whole is the diffusion between the different concepts, fugitive,
immigrant and Muslim. This creates confusion as to what is actually being said, and to
which group of people is being referred when using placeless pronouns. This is just
another device that helps to maintain the blurred picture of whom the alien immigrants are
as faceless and intimidating. Consistent throughout the text is the incompatibility of on the
one side ‘us’, and on the other side ‘them’, fostering the interpretation of a world of 
irreconcilable cultures, loaded with conflicts and future dangers to be avoided.
3.3 Logical analysis
In our analysis of the interview with Henrik Brodersen we found and worked with several
problematic aspects of the interviewee's argumentation. They are all of a logical or
rhetorical nature. We have included six different problematics in our analysis in order to
23Translation: ”To make Denmark multiethnic entails that cultures, which are hostile towards development
and reactionary, will destroy our hitherto stable and homogeneous society”
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show the diversity of weak reasoning in the interview.
3.3.1 Assimilation versus Integration
A well-known rhetorical device is the diffusion of concepts. Considering the possibility of
difusion when reading DF’s party program and the interview, we find it important to 
establish the difference between assimilation and integration. The latter used in the
discourse, the former what we suspect, they actually mean.
The definition according to Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary, 2000:
To assimilate is
 to fully understand an idea or some information so that you are able to use it
yourself
 to become, or allow sb to become, a part of a country or community rather than
remaining in a separate group: new arrivals find it hard to assimilate, and may not
wish to. Immigrants have been successfully assimilated into the community.
To make an idea, a person's attitude, etc. fit into sth or be acceptable.
Integration is
 the act or process of combining two or more things so that they work together
 the act or process of mixing people who have previously been separated, usually
because of colour, race, religion, etc: racial integration in schools.
In the party program, DF addresses problems of integration, however as we will show in
the following that we can question, whether they are talking about integration or
assimilation. As point of departure, they state:
”…vi vil modarbejde ethvert forsøg på at skabe et multikulturelt eller multietnisk samfund i
Danmark”24 (Appendix 2, VIII).
And elaborate further,
Flygtninge og indvandrere, som søger ophold i Danmark skal, inden ophold
bevilges, gøres bekendt med, hvad dansk kultur og levevis indebærer, og de skal
24 Translation: “We wil oppose every atemp to create a multicultural or multietnical society in Denmark”
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herefter afgive en erklæring om, at de er villige til at indordne sig under dansk
lovgivning og leve på en måde, der er forenelig med vores kultur, så længe de
opholder sig her. 25 (Appendix 2, VIII)
The first quote entails an opposition to a mixing of cultures - a core feature of the
integration definition, we have mentioned above.
The immigrants and fugitives must adapt to Danish culture and customs, which indicates
assimilation in opposition to integration.
…det at tilhøre en nation forudsætter, at man indgår i det fællesskab, som binder
nationens borgere sammen: Fælles sprog, et fælles sæt værdier, fælles grundsyn,
skikke, der er udviklet gennem historien og en adfærd, nationens borgere føler sig
trygge ved. Mennesker, der ikke deler de fælles værdier – eller som direkte
modarbejder dem–kan ikke optages i fællesskabet.26 (Appendix 2, XI)
Yet another quote that stresses the point of assimilation. Immigrants, in order to belong to
the Danish society, should acquire the above listed virtues of the Danish culture. All this
creates a picture of a wanted assimilation of immigrants, however in the interview, when
Henrik Brodersen is asked to define a Dane, he answers:
Altså det at være dansker er vel bare at være med i samfundet altså jeg tror
sagtens man kan være neger og føle sig som en dansker. Der er ikke noget galt i at
have andre holdninger eller en anden religion. Men det er klart hvis der kommer
påvirkning udefra som går i modstridt retning så kan der jo sagents skabes nogen
konflikter.27 (Appendix 1, S2)
25 Translation: “ Fugitives and immigrants who seek permission to stay in Denmark must, before the 
permission is granted, be aquainted with what Danish culture and way of life involve, and hand in a
declaration of that they are willing to adapt to Danish legislation, and live in a way which is compatible to
our culture.” 
26Translation: ”…to be a part of a nation entails that one becomes a part of the community, which ties the
nations' citizens together: shared language, a common set of values, shared philosophy, customs
developed through the history and a behaviour that the citizens of the nation are comfortable with. People
who do not share these common values–or who directly oppose these–cannot be accepted into the
community.”
27 Translation: “Wel, to be a Dane is maybe to be with the society well, actually I think one can easily be
negro and feel like a Dane. There is nothing wrong with having different attitudes or a different religion. But it
is clear that if there are influences from the outside which go in the opposite directions then, conflicts can
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So the Negro mentioned here is a part of the Danish culture by feeling Danish, even if the
person might have a different religion or attitude.
In question three, however, he states:
”Dem vi så får ind har vi jo meget nemmere ved at integrere, jo mindre der er af dem”28
(Appendix 1, S4). By saying that it is easier to ’integrate’ the immigrants if there are few, 
he must suggest assimilation, as integration is not necessarily dependent on the number
of immigrants.
The definition of integration, which he mentions three times, is as stated above: ”the act or 
process of mixing people who have previously been separated”. 
He does not mention that he wishes the foreigners to mingle with Danish people but
underlines the separation.
Henrik Brodersen had difficulties defining integration. Therefore, the interviewers asked if it
is not important for a politician, who talks a lot about integration and immigration, to know
what integration is and what it means.
Jo det er det. Integration for mig det er når udefrakommende er en del af vores
danske samfund og accepterer vores værdisæt ligesom vi accepterer deres
værdisæt. Så er det ligemeget hvor man kommer fra. Så tror jeg at når de er en del
af det danske samfund og bidrager ligesom de får nogen ydelser så mener jeg
integrationen er ved at lykkedes. Så er det for mig ligemeget om de tror på det ene
eller det andet, om de beder 30 gange om dagen. Hvis jeg stadigvæk kan få lov til
at leve det liv jeg har gjort så synes jeg da der er alt muligt held til at ønske dem
tilykke med det. 29(Appendix 1, S17)
easily becreated.”
28 Translation: “Those we get in are easier for us to integrate, the less there are of them.” 
29 Translation: “Yes it is. Integration, to me, is when a person from the outside is a part of our Danish society
and accepts our values as well as we accept their values. Then it does not matter, where you come from.
Then I believe that if they are a part of the Danish society and contribute somewhat, they get some grants,
then I mean the integration is about to succeed. Then it does not matter to me if they believe the one thing or
the other, if they should pray thirty times a day. If I still have the possibility to live the life I have lived so for,
then I think there is every kind of good luck to congratulate them.”
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He mentions contribution to the society. In giving something back to society after receiving
grants, a mix between two cultures is given, the two cultures work together –this is the
definition of integration, which we were looking for.
Keyed up against the statements from the party program, tha diffusion of the two concepts
are complete, as the two different uses of the word integration are incompatible. The
diffusion of the two concepts, assimilation and integration, results in inconsistency.
3.3.2The ‘Asmaa accumulation’ and diversity
In an endeavor to look for fallacies and means of argumentation we have located three
interesting cases.
1. The common ground and “sick” connotations
“Når jeg siger syg er det bare noget med at man lige pludselig skal kunne acceptere
teror […] Hvis man går ind og sidder som medlem af det danske folketing og kan 
sympatisere med så nogen så synes jeg det er sygt”30 (Appendix 1, S11).
Brodersen does not want people with “sick” opinions, who sympathize with terror
organizations to destroy the democracy from within. This is a statement that is difficult to
object to. No one wants terrorist organizations in control of a country. By using this
premise he establishes a common ground, and thereby creates an agreement between
him and the audience. Thereby, he is indirectly making the audience more willing to accept
the rest of his argumentation.
He further strengthens his uterance by using the word “sick”, when refering to a terorist 
sympathizers’ point of view. Sick connotes unhealthy, so if being healthy is normal, then 
sick is necessarily equal to being abnormal. Thereby, this choice of word amplifies the
underlying meaning that these views are abnormal and not good for the Danish society.
30  Translation: ”When I say sick it has something to do with the fact that all of the sudden you are supposed
to accept terror... If you are a part of the Danish Parliament and can sympathize with the likes of these,
then I think it is sick”
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2. The ‘Asmaa accumulation’ (the slide argument)
Brodersen says the following about the candidate Asmaa Abdol-Hamid from Enhedslisten:
“[…] sige at der hvertfald har været én kandidat som har været meget vendt på det 
sidste og hvor der har været lidt tvivl om hvem mennesket bag ved det kandidatur
rent faktisk var”31
“[…] det ser jeg som et problem at man opstiler sådan et kandidat”32 (Appendix 1,
S11).
And continues with:
Igen er jeg tilhænger af en bred mangfoldighed men jeg er meget i tvivl om lige
præcis det kandidatur vil føre noget godt med sig. På den måde ser jeg det som en
trussel at hvis hun kommer ind denne gang kan det være der er to næste gang eller
tre og efterhånden som indvandrere får stemmeret, ude omkring i komunerne hvor
indvandrere har stemmeret ser folkestyret, kommunalstyret som regel lidt
anderledes ud end det gør i folketinget fordi de indvandrere der kan stemme,
stemmer jo af gode grunde på de partier der er indvandrer venlige33 […]
Men efterhånden som alle de mennesker får dansk statsborgerskab og derved ret til
at stemme så de mennesker der har en syg holdning og gerne ser det ødelagt kan
komme ind og få indflydelse og derved indefra ødelægge folkestyret –så er det et
problem.34 (Appendix 1, S11)
Brodersen starts out questioning Asmaa’s person and suddenly he jumps to the 
conclusion that he sees it as a problem that she is running for candidate. Notice the lack of
data, and the tacit premise to support that she is a problem. This could be something in
the line of:
If you doubt a person, it is a problem if that person runs for candidate.
31  Translation: ”say that there has definitely been one candidate that has been debated lately and where 
there has been some doubt, as to who the person behind that candidateship realy was”
32  Translation: “I see it as a problem that you nominate such a candidate”
33  Translation: ”Again I am a supporter of a wide diversity but I doubt if this candidateship wil do any good. 
I see it as a threat if she enters the Parliament this time because next time there will be two and next time
three, and eventually, when foreigners in the municipals gets the right to vote the democracy looks
different compared to the Parliament, because those foreigners, who can vote, vote for foreign-friendly
parties”.
34 Translation: ”Gradualy as al those people get a Danish citizenship and thereby a right to vote, then those
people, who has a sick worldview and would like to see it ruined can gain influence and thereby destroy
the democracy from within–then it is a problem.”
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This approach is called Ad Hominem. Using this approach, he destroys her credibility
without presenting data.
The connection from Asmaa in the beginning, to the proclaimed destroyed democracy in
the conclusion, is supported with means of exaggeration and generalization. He implicitly
portrays Asmaa as a sympathizer of teror, or as a person with a “sick” worldview. By 
using her as a premise, and afterwards including her in his conclusion, he strengthens the
connection. Brodersen implies that Asmaa is on the same footing as the ones who destroy
the democracy, as he uses her to start his avalanche against foreigners, who supposedly
are destroying democracy.
He starts out with declaring Asmaa as a problem and the risk of an ‘Asmaa accumulation’ 
which is;
if Asmaa enters the parliament, chances are that there wil be two of ‘her kind’ at the 
next election, then three and so forth.
Then he jumps in his line of reasoning, suddenly claiming that foreigners vote for foreigner
friendly parties that allow too many foreigners to Denmark, and finally they will destroy the
democracy from within. The tacit premise is that foreigners should not have the right to
vote as it ultimately results in the destruction of the democracy.
Brodersen places Asmaa in the beginning of a slide argument and thereby implicitly
compare her with the negative wave of foreign influence that allegedly will destroy the
democracy.
This approach justifies his hostility towards her by relating her with a worst-case-scenario
(namely the destruction of the democracy), which is a fearful image.
He sees a threat, when the likes of Asmaa enters the Danish parliament. He claims that
the likes of Asmaa will accumulate their number, which will result in an increased influence
from foreigners, who vote foreign-friendly. Thereby, we wil come to alow more “sick” 
people into the country, who will vote and ultimately destroy the democracy from within.
This is called a slide argument as he uses one example of an imagined event, to conclude
that this event will recur and then multiply into several events (Hendricks & Stjernfelt, 97).
The problem is that there are no data to support his claim and that the subject of departure
is falsely being held responsible for the entire chain of actions. He goes from imagining a
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possibility of a finite number of muslims entering the parliament, namely one, to support
his premise; the possibility of a limitless number of Muslims entering parliament, and
thereby destroying democracy.
The jump from referring to Asmaa alone to using foreigners in general is stigmatizing and
generalizing, which also makes each link in his chain of reasoning improbable and
exaggerated.
He combines premises of exaggeration and fear with rational thinking. He depicts Asmaa
as a terrorist sympathizer, by making examples of what will happen if she or the foreigners
get too much power. He further stresses this worst-case-scenario with the slide argument
and concludes his hostile position towards her and to foreigners in general. He provides
little data; a lot of his claims and warrants (tacit premises) often consist of the worst thing
imaginable. He manipulates his premises, in order to make his tacit premises seem more
plausible and incorporates them in an argument that is built on fear. This form of
argumentation is called an Ad Baculum argument.
Though the Asmaa-argument is invalid, it has a rhetorical entitlement. It is addressing the
feelings of fear of the unknown in the listener, the potential voter, and is thereby a means
of persuasion.
The above mentioned picture, which Brodersen depicts, is very critical towards foreigners
involving themselves in the democracy. This contradicts the following statements in the
next section.
3. Diversity and democracy
Brodersen answers the question about his attitude being positive towards the active
involvement of foreigners in the democracy:
“Det synes jeg helt bestemt men det kræver jo trods alt at de mennesker der går op og 
stemmer rent faktisk ved hvad vi stemmer om”35 (Appendix 1, S12).
Elaborating on this he says:
35  Translation: ”I definitely think that but it presupposes that those people who vote know what we are
voting about”
35
[...] hvis de slet ikke har nogen idé om hvad der rør sig i det danske samfund fordi
de er blevet stillet en 3-værelses, og stort set ikke kommer ud for en dør og ikke får
nogen input fra det danske samfund. Så ja så tror jeg det er et problem de har
stemmeret.36 (Appendix, S13)
He believes in diversity and thinks that it is a positive thing when foreigners are actively
involved in the democracy, but at the same time he sees a problem in Asmaa Abdol-
Hamid running for candidate, which is a contradictory set of statements. Asmaa is a
diverse character, she understands the democracy and has also “stepped outside her 
doorway”, so if any, she should fulfil Brodersen’s requirements for voting. It is therefore
inconsistent that he sees a problem with her candidature.
Brodersen thinks that it is a good thing that foreigners actively involve themselves in the
democracy, if they know what it is about. He wants foreigners to “step outside their door” 
to get ”Danish inputs” before they vote, which means that Brodersen sees an active 
engagement in the Danish society as a prerequisite for voting. He is of course not referring
to the mere physical act of voting, but he implies voting ‘properly’. The tacit premise of
voting ‘properly’ is that foreigners should go through a Danish transformation in order to 
qualify them to make the ‘right’ decisions, and he hereby reveals his positive view on 
assimilation. Again, no data is provided and the warrant is necessarily that all foreigners
vote for parties supporting terror. This is the tacit premise required to explain his slide
argument, and his interest in foreigners geting “Danish inputs”. 
It is also a contradiction that he sees a threat in foreigners’ involvementin democracy,
while at the same time is calling for it, as a condition for them to be allowed to vote. The
warrant is that if they do not adopt some Danish values, they will vote for the terrorist and
foreign-friendly parties.
Ideally, the implied thought of assimilation before voting actually undermines the notion of
democracy, where personal liberty and freedom to vote are sacred elements. Thus, we
can cautiously say that Brodersen does not want diversity.
36  Translation: ”If they do not have an idea about what is going on in the Danish society because they have 
been given a three room apartment, and almost does not go out their doorway and do not get any Danish
inputs from the Danish society. Then yes, then I think it is a problem that they have the right to vote”.
36
3.3.3 The soda-argument–argument against separation of shower rooms
At one point of the interview Brodersen attempts an argument against the separation of
shower rooms (one shower room for Muslims, and one for everybody else). The line of
reasoning seems incomplete, and it is difficult to follow. Here we attempt to reconstruct the
argument and fill in what is needed, in order for it to become valid.
Locating the claim
The argument is difficult to find. In the interview, he is asked to defend a claim, made
about the effect, which immigration has had on the structure of the Danish society
(Appendix 1, S4). After a few, brief remarks on this topic he starts to talk about integration
instead.
He gives the following statement:
"Jeg synes vi går I den forkerte retning når man f.eks. opdeler baderum til muslimer […]" 
(Appendix 1, S4)37.
First of all, we can see that it is something, he believes. Such a statement is said to
contain a propositional attitude. To fix the truth value of a statement that contains a
propositional attitude, we must consult a situation other than the actual. Since the truth
value of such a statement is not easily fixed, little information is conveyed.
Nevertheless, we will take this statement to be a part of the argument. We will interpret it
as:
If we separate the shower rooms then integration is not possible.
This is the claim that Brodersen presents to us; it is the case that separation of shower
rooms is taking place (according to Brodersen) and therefore integration is not possible.
Completing the argument
37 Translation: "I think we are moving in the wrong direction when e.g. shower rooms are separated for the
sake of Muslims […]".
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But there are several elements missing in order to complete the argument. At first sight
there is no connection between shower rooms and integration. We will therefore begin to
look for premises.
A bit further down in the interview the following clarification is given:
"Men jeg syntes det bliver svært at komme ud i idrætsklubber når man ikke kan tage en
sodavand bagefter og istedet tager sit tøj og går" (Appendix 1, S5)38.
Here we find two premises, one of them a tacit premise. A tacit premise is one that is
implicitly understood. There are several reasons why one would choose explicitly not to
include a premise:
1. the premise is really self-evident and not necessary to include
2. the premise is an unfortunate one that the speaker wishes not to make the listener
aware of.
3. the speaker is simply not aware that the given premises are included tacitly in his
argument.
In any case, uncovering the tacit premises of an argument is an interesting exercise, as we
shall see.
First premise is that if it is not possible to stay after sports and get a soda, then it is not
possible to participate in sport clubs. Second, the tacit premise is that if it is not possible to
participate in sport clubs it is not possible to become integrated. If that was not the case,
this statement would have had no connection to the issue of separating shower rooms and
its effect on integration.
Now we can try to identify the atomic statements and the logical connectives. We have the
following atomic statements:
a = we separate shower rooms,
b = integration is possible,
c = participation in sport clubs is possible,
d = stay after sport and drink a soda is possible.
38 Translation: "But I think it becomes difficult to join the sport clubs when you can't stay for a soda, but
instead grab your clothes and leave".
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We can formalize the premises like this:
1) ¬d ¬c (the explicit premise)
2) ¬c ¬b (tacit premise no 1, as described above)
Again, something is missing. Brodersen wants to convince us of the fact that if you
separate shower rooms, integration is not possible. But using the premises above it should
be possible to simply stay for a soda, thereby making participation in sport clubs possible,
and thus making integration possible. In this scenario, separation of shower rooms would
actually be an advantage as it would make it possible for Muslim39 children to first take a
shower (separate) and then stay and have a soda –which results in active sports club
participation and thereby a possible integration.
But this is not what Brodersen wanted to argue towards. He specifically sees separation of
shower rooms as a problem. So the link between separating the shower rooms and
staying for a soda is missing. To make his argument work, we must present one last tacit
premise, namely:
If we separate the shower rooms, it will not be possible to stay and have a
soda, or formalized as: a ¬d (tacit premise no 2)
Thus, the complete argument is:
1) a ¬d (the tacit premise no 2)
2) ¬d ¬c (the explicit premise)
3) ¬c ¬b (the tacit premise no 1)
4) a
5)¬b
The argument is now valid. We can prove the validity using semantic tableaux (also called
trees). First we write up the semantical consequence:
a ¬d, ¬d ¬c, ¬c ¬b, a╞¬b
39 In the interview Brodersen does not explicitly state that he is talking about Muslims, but he is presenting
a picture of a behavioral pattern that is associated with Muslims.
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We now create a counterexample by forcing the conclusion false and use it to check the
validity of the argument. According to the definition of validity, it should not be possible that
all the premises are true while the conclusion is false. In the tree an open branch
represents a true statement. Since the conclusion has been forced false, a valid argument
would be one where there are no open branches left.
As shown in the tree no branches are left open and the argument is therefore valid.
With this argument we can make an inference from:
the utterance, a: it is the case that we separate shower rooms
to
the conclusion, ¬b: integration is not possible.
The argument that Brodersen wanted to make is now valid.
d
¬b
b
a ¬d
¬d ¬c
¬c ¬b
a
¬¬b
a
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c
¬c
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¬d
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Using another tree, we can illustrate how the argument would not have been valid, had we
not included the two tacit premises. We try to remove tacit premise no 2 (a  ¬d) and the
semantic consequence becomes:
¬d ¬c, ¬c ¬b, a╞¬b
Again, we force the conclusion false. The tree now looks like this:
We can see the tree has one open branch, thus the premises are true while the conclusion
is false –the argument is invalid. The open branch represents the counterexample that
can be used against the argument. Following the open branch in the tree we can write out
the counterexample as:
1) dc
2) c b
3) a (this premise is redundant)
4) d
5)b
We would reach the same result if we removed tacit premise no 1. We therefore know that
the argument would not be valid without the two tacit premises.
d
¬b
b
¬d ¬c
¬c ¬b
a
¬¬b
a

c
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

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One is left to wonder about the soundness of that last premise, though: why would
separation of shower rooms mean that you cannot have hangout after sports and have a
soda with the guys? That does not make sense. Unless, of course, you drink the soda in
the shower room. Then separation of shower rooms would of course make integration
difficult. But is soda not something you drink in the cafeteria? And is the cafeteria not
located outside the shower rooms? As far as we know, it is.
It is therefore important to remember that a good argument also has to be sound (see
section on validity and soundness).
3.3.4 The Naser Khader argument
The nature of contrary and contradictory statements is important to distinguish between,
when trying to counter a statement of a generalizing character.
To counter a statement of such a nature as the one below is to prove that there is one
society in which one Muslim has been integrated peacefully.
”Der findes ingen samfund hvor en fredelig integration af muslimer har været 
mulig..”40(Appendix 2, VIII).
The claim “No society can integrate any Muslims” (A), is of the form universally denying
(Hendricks & Stjernfelt, 136). The spontaneous approach would be to counter statement A
with a contrary statement of the nature universaly confirming, as “Al societies can 
integrate Muslims”, a statement that would be hard to prove. However, the problem of
contrary statements is that though they cannot be true at the same time, they can in fact
be false at the same time, imagining a situation in which some societies can integrate
Muslims and others cannot.
The proper counterexample to statement A is then of the form particular confirming, like
this: “One society can integrate one Muslim”. The two statements are then contradictory, 
meaning if one is true, the other can only be false, and vice versa (Hendricks & Stjernfelt,
40  Translation: “There is no society, in which it has been possible to peacefully integrate Muslims…”
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134-137). To formalize the distinction between contrary and contradictory statements a
diagram will be useful:
The preliminary statement from the DF-text concludes: ”There is no society, in which it has 
been possible to peacefully integrate Muslims..”. As our representative from the party is 
confronted with this claim, he immediately questions its origin. This is the first attempt to
avoid answering the question, whether this is in fact so.
The claim is of such a nature that it can be counter proved by presenting only one example
of an integrated Muslim in a random society. Attempting to do so in the interview, by
confronting him with it, and trying to make him accept a contradiction in terms, he avoids
answering directly, and avoids using the notion “peacefuly integrated” about our counter 
example Naser Khader41.
Introducing his answer by talking about Vietnamese immigrants, he exclaims ”..de vil jo alt 
andet lige være meget mere danske end hvis man kommer fra Syrien og er ni år gammel,
men jeg må sige til Naser Khaders ros at han i den grad har formået at gøre sig synlig på
sine holdninger om det at være muslim og at man godt kan deltage i det danske samfund.
Men der er jo mange mange mange flere som ikke vil det..” 42(Appendix 1, S7)
41 Naser Khader is an influential Danish politician, member of parliament and head of his own party “Ny 
Aliance”. He migrated from Syria, when he was 11 years old. He is also a proclaimed Muslim.
42 Translation: “They will, all things considered, be a lot more Danish than if one comes from Syria as a nine
Sub-contrary statements
No society can integrate Muslims
Some societies cannot integrate MuslimsSome societies can integrate Muslims
Contradictory
statements
Contradictory
statements
All societies can integrate Muslims
Contrary statements
43
He is avoiding to utter accept for the fact that Naser Khader is integrated, peacefully, and
also questions his ”Danish-ness”. He rounds of by underlining that “many, many, many” 
Muslims are not interested in being integrated, and he is, in that way, attempting to justify
the claim by introducing the use of qualifiers, undermining the initial claim, however
making it more difficult to counter.
Later in the interview, when confronted with the idea again, he accepts the counter
example saying “Nej der er da masser af muslimer der er integreret […] Et godt eksempel 
er Naser Khader”43(Appendix 1, S17). And thereby he is accepting a statement that
contradicts his initial claim and thus, he dissolves the significance of the claim, putting
himself in a position, in which he contradicts himself. The statements in his speech
compared to the text, convey no information about either the world or the political views of
DF. As a means of persuasion they use what can be characterized as exaggeration in best
case and premeditated misinformation in the worst.
3.3.5 The Esbjerg argument
While investigating Brodersen’s skils and knowledge of argumentation we found that he 
acknowledges the fact that arguments has the function of being persuasive, but otherwise
fails to recognize the importance of logical validity.
“Det at argumentere er jo synspunkter at komme ud med de budskaber man brænder for, 
eller hvis man som mig stiller op til folketinget og gerne vil dreje samfundet i den retning
jeg tror på, bliver jeg nødt til at have argumenterne med for at overbevise andre
mennesker…”44 (Appendix 1, S15).
He displays no sign that he knows anything of the concept of logical validity –that the
premises follow each other logically towards a given conclusion. Consistently, he does not
know what a fallacy is, though he commits several throughout the interview, as we have
previously shown. This makes sense, when looking at the outcome of the analysis:
fallacies, contradictory statements and as we will show now, also lies.
year-old, but I have to say in Naser Khader’s favour that he has been very able to make himself visible on 
the basis of his opinions about being a Muslim and that one can participate in the Danish society. But
there are, after al, many, many, many of these people who do not want to… 
43 Translation: "No, there are lots of Muslims, who are integrated … A good example is Naser Khader."
44  Translation: “You see, to argue is points of views used to get the message you are enthusiastic about
out, or if one, as I do, runs for parliament and wants to turn the society in that direction I believe in, then it
is necessary to use arguments in order to persuade other people.” 
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Though Brodersen does not know of logical validity, he recognizes that arguments are built
on “baggrundsviden”45 (appendix 1, S15) and he states that he would not “sidde og 
argumentere for nogen ting som jeg ikke anede en dyt om, jeg ville I første omgang prøve
at finde ballast for mine argumenter”46 - –and elaborates – “Hvis man går ud og stiler 
nogle argumenter op, så skal der være hold i dem, så man ikke bare går og fylder folk med
løgn”47(Appendix 1, S15)
So he claims that every argument, he presents, is built on support, data and knowledge
about the world and–he dissociates himself from lies and ignorance.
However, to counter his arguments we have found one example, at least–because, as we
have established before, one counterexample is enough to disprove a statement of a
generalizing character (See Naser Khader-argument).
In connection with a longer account of his disapproving of special treatment of immigrants,
he states that some public schools only serve halal-slaughtered meat, confronted with his
statement by the question: “Har du kendskab til nogen danske folkeskoler, hvor der kun 
bliver serveret halal slagtet kød?” 48, he answers “Ja, man har gjort det længe i Esbjerg”49
(Appendix 1, S5).
We have learned in the course of our lives that we ought to be critical towards the
statements of fact, which are conducted by politicians. So we performed a telephone
inquiry to all public schools, which are located in Esbjerg50 to test his knowledge. The
inquiry resulted in an invalidation of his claim. No public schools in Esbjerg had ever
considered seling halal meat in their canteen. “’At vide noget falsk’ er pr. definition ikke 
viden”51 (Hendricks & Stjernfelt, 120), Thus, he has built his argument on incorrect
information or a deliberate lie.
However, to save his claim he could have included an attitude of belief, which would have
provided a margin of error, and would have covered his own ignorance.
45  Translation: “Background knowledge”
46  Translation: ”sit and argue for things I didn’t know a toot about, I would, at first, try to find balast for my 
arguments”
47  Translation: “If one goes out and present arguments, then there must be substance in it, so one does not 
go about and tel people lies”
48  Translation: “Do you know of any Danish public schools, in which there are only served halal slaughtered 
meat?”
49  Translation: ”Yes, they have done it for a long time in Esbjerg”
50 The inquiry was perform on the 9th and 12th of November 2007.
51  Translation: ”to have knowledge of something that is false, is per definition not knowledge” 
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As we did not know anything about canteens of Esbjerg’s public schools, none of the 
interviewers where able to counter his statement in the actual situation. As such, this
argument is directed towards the ignorance of the listener, either deliberately or as a result
of ignorance of the orator as well. Consequently, if we had not bothered or found any
grounds to question his statement, he would have ‘won’ the argument, though it was build 
on a false premise.
The relationship between a politician and a voter rarely leaves the voter with the possibility
of testing the truth-value of the statements uttered. This function is left in the hands of
journalists and the media to carry out.
3.3.6 Disclaimers
Brodersen notes the following on how he represents Dansk Folkeparti:
Jeg repræsenterer Dansk Folkeparti fordi jeg har nogen holdninger som er identiske
med partiet men jeg er også et individ og jeg er ikke enig i alting og jeg er på mange
områder måske knap så fanatisk omkring vores holdepunkter som nogen er.52 [...]
mit hjerte ligger mere på ældrepleje og omsorg end at være fremmedfjensk.53[...] På
den måde der favner jeg nok mere bredt end den typiske DF’er gør.54 [...] Så på den
måde kan jeg godt være en garant for Dansk Folkeparti, men et parti har trods alt
en vis rummelighed55 (Appendix 1, S19).
Brodersen mentions that a party has got certain roominess and that he is more involved in
other issues than in immigration. He also states that even though he represents DF, he is
an individual, who does not agree with everything DF stands for.
In other words, he says that he cannot be held responsible for DF’s opinions, which is 
inconsistent, when he says, he represents DF and is running for candidate.
He undermines his connection with DF and therefore, undermines his credibility as a DF
representative. Consequently he is undermining all his answers.
52  Translation: “I represent Dansk Folkeparti because I got some opinions that are identical with the party 
but I am also an individual who do not agree in everything and in many ways I am not that fanatical about
our points of view as some.”
53  Translation: “I am more involved in caring for the elders than being hostile towards foreigners”
54  Translation: ”I probably embrace more widely than the typical person from DF”
55  Translation: ”So I can vouche for DF but after al a party got certain roominess”
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A noticeable statement is: “..I am not that fanatical about our points of view as some are.” 
Now he is contradicting himself by saying that he is not that fanatical about his own
opinions, as “ours” necessarily includes himself. This self-referring contradiction questions
the credibility of him and his claims.
The disclaimer that he is not homogenous with DF, could mean that the people, who vote
for him, do so under false assumptions, if we assume that the voters place Brodersen on
equal footing with DF’s party program. Could you say that when Brodersen distances
himself from some of DF’s opinions, it makes him unfit to represent DF?
3.4 Sub conclusion
The analysis revealed several rhetorical and logical problems, here summarized in five
main points:
Diffusion of concepts
In the section: ’Assimilation vs. Integration’ we have shown that Brodersen abuses the 
word integration in a context where it actually means assimilation. When Brodersen
confuses integration with assimilation it makes it impossible to enter a dialogue unless one
shares his perception. This diffusion of concepts makes communication difficult and entails
that no information is conveyed.
Tacit premises
The impact of tacit premises, as shown in the soda argument, has several consequences.
It is a problem when the premises are not explicitly explained as it forces the reader to
interpret the unspoken in order to connect the argument. Yet, tacit premises are often
utilized to hide controversial statements, or because they are generally accepted cultural
norms. Nevertheless, it is necessary to uncover them, in order to check the argument for
validity.
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Fallacies
Several fallacies have been detected throughout the analysis such as slide argument, fear
(Ad Baculum), personal attack (Ad Hominem) and ignorance (Ad Ignorantiam). Fallacies
are misleading, deceptive and remove the validity of an argument.
Contradictions and contradictory statements
Both in the written text and the interview we have identified contradictory statements. The
problem of contradictory statements is that it leaves the reader/listener confused as to
which of the statements are true, as both of them cannot be true at the same time. Also
contradictions where detected, an example is when Brodersen dissociates himself from his
own opinions. Contradictory statements are merely another device that emphasizes the
inconsistency in the interview and the party program.
Inconsistency
A general problem about the interview was inconsistency from the beginning to the end.
The interviewee defended and distanced himself from the party program quotes we
confronted him with. He accepted counterexamples of generalizing statements and in the
end disclaimed the purpose with the interview by stating, that he did not agree with his
own party, though he just spend an hour defending them.
All these constitute a general pattern: no information is conveyed.
To justify a broader conclusion and perspective on these results we have included the
following chapter on prototypes.
4. A prototypical case
One problem with building a project up around one case study is whether we, based on
this one interview, can say anything general. Taking this problem into consideration, we
will here argue for, how our interview subject, Henrik Brodersen, can be seen as a
prototypical Dansk Folkeparti politician. We do this in order to be able to make conclusions
that go beyond the scope of the interview with Brodersen.
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A prototype is the member of a category that is thought of, when no detailed information is
provided. For example: Cognitive-psychological experiments have shown that the
prototypical bird is a living, sparrow-like bird (Hendricks & Stjernfelt, 145) –when we hear
bird, we do not think of a penguin, an ostrich or any larger bird, e.g. an eagle.
To any given prototype certain default values are connected. Default values are the
information, we take for granted, when no other information is provided (Hendricks &
Stjernfelt, 145). In the bird example the default values were (among others) alive, able to
fly and sparrow-sized.
A prototype is not a logical valid inference, since counter-examples can easily be found. If
we say "a bird can fly" the counterexample is a penguin. A prototype is rather an induction
of the problem, where we estimate the validity of a statement based on empirical data.
The key is to make it clear, what default values are connected to the prototype, and argue
for validity of these default values.
In our project we can consider Henrik Brodersen as a prototypical Dansk Folkeparti
candidate by looking at, what sort of people make out the largest segment of Dansk
Folkeparti's votes. A premise here is that people will vote for a candidate that they believe
can maintain their interests, and they will trust someone like themselves with this
responsibility. That is the nature of a representative democracy.
Based on information from surveybank.aau.dk (see appendix 3) we can see that 31.1% of
all Dansk Folkeparti's voters are male and part of the either skilled or unskilled workforce.
If we add in female unskilled workforce the number is 41.5 %. For the males the largest
concentration of these voters are within the age groups 30-39 years and 40-49 years.
Based on this we can determine the following default values for the prototypical Dansk
Folkeparti candidate:
 Part of the skilled or unskilled workforce.
 Male
 Between 30 and 49.
From Henrik Brodersen's personal homepage (Brodersen) we can see that he matches
these 3 default values: he is 43 years old (born in 1964), trained as plumber and obviously
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male. Thus we may cautiously conclude that Henrik Brodersen is in fact a prototype for the
category of politicians that represent Dansk Folkeparti.
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5. Conclusion
Coherence between political argumentation and logic is apparently not prioritized in
politician Brodersen’s case. 
We have shown that it is not logic that is used to convey messages or information. Is this
due to a lack of insight? Or the fact that Brodersen is not interested in conveying
information, but more interested in using ‘easy’ rhetorical techniques to persuade potential 
voters to vote for him?
In the empirical case that we have analysed we have shown that there is a inconsistency
between the politician’s arguments and the party program of his political party.
As we have shown that Henrik Brodersen can be considered a prototype of a DF-politician,
we can assume that similar situations - where a conflict is existing between a DF-
politician’s arguments and the arguments of his party’s official party program - can be
found. The questions, which have occurred during our process of analyzing Brodersen’s 
utterings, now seem to become questions, which could also be posed to the rest of the
political parties.
Does this create a problem for the ground on which we are voting?
In this case we have shown that logic is not the primary tool in political argumentation. The
general problem with such a situation is that in politics talk and action are interrelated.
Voters need to listen to what politicians say in order to know what they intend to do. If a
politician’s argumentation is invalid and inconsistent with the party program, he does not
convey any information. By not conveying any information, he fails to tell the people how
he is going to represent them –and how can such a politican then said to contribute to a
representative democracy?
The way politicians present themselves through rhetoric does not necessarily have
anything to do with passing on information, and how to gain power, maintain power and
lose it again is therefore not directly connected to logic or being informative.
The problem for a politician, who is being clear and consistent in speech and action is that
it is easier to confront the politician with eventual missteps, and he/she has the opportunity
to be less popular in the public, amongst the voters.
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An extreme consequence could be that we no longer can call our democracy enlightened,
if we as voters are kept in the dark.
Democracy is a mutual responsibility. As it is an obligation of the voters to participate in
the democracy by seeking information, it must be an obligation of the politician to inform
and enlighten the voters. This could be done by avoiding contradictions, inconsistency,
fallacies, tacit premises and diffusion of concepts.
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IAppendix 1
Interview med folketingskandidaten for Dansk Folkeparti, Henrik Brodersen 2-11-07
(48 Min)
S = Section
[S1]
1. “Danmark er danskernes land, det er meget lille og dets fortsatte eksistens som et stabilt demokrati er betinget af, at vores
befolkningssammensætning ikke ændres vidtgående.” Kan du acceptere denne premis?
...Jeg vil gerne sige at det er rigtigt at landet er lille så der skal ikke så meget påvirkning til udefra for at ændre vores kultur, som hvis
man tager et land på brasiliens størrelse. Til gengæld synes jeg også det er berigende for et samfund at få inputs udefra, men jo mindre
vi er, jo mere sårbare er vi jo, vi har jo ikke et befolkningstal i danmark der er større end hamborg. Så på den måde er vi jo sårbare og
sådan synes jeg det er vigtigt vi holder fast i vores kultur som går tusinde år tilbage.
[S2]
Giv end definetion af en dansker, hvilke værdier eller hvilke evner skal en person have for at være dansk?
Jamen jeg tror ik at der er ret mange der er 100 procent danske altså vi har jo altid være en nation der har sejlet ud og nogen er flyttet
til... Der er ikke meget hvor man kan sige at det her er ægte dansk. Altså det at være dansker er vel bare at være med i samfundet altså
jeg tror sagnets man kan være neger og føle sig som en dansker. Der er ikke noget galt i at have andre holdninger eller en anden
religion. Men det er klart hvis der kommer påvirkning udefra som går i modstridt retning så kan der jo sagents skabes nogen konflikter.
[S3]
Så når dansk folkepart bruger ordet danske værdier så er det et udrtyk for hvad der er almindeligt accepteret i danmark som en
fællesværdi?
Jeg synes vi er åbne for næsten hvad som helst men der er da ikke noget forkert i at man holder fast i at vi tror på vores gud og er
kristne, at vi så samtidig giver plads til alle mulige andre mennesker kan tro på det de vil
[S4]
3. ” En fortsætelse af de seneste årtiers indvandring fra lande udenfor den vestlige kulturkreds, kombineret med indvandrernes meget 
høje fødselshyppighed, vil indenfor de nærmeste årtier få vidtrækkende, ødelæggende virkninger ikke blot for Danmarks
befolkningssammensætning, men for hele samfundsstrukturen.” Hvordan kommer i frem til den påstand?
Jeg tror at det er meget vigtigt at man har begrænsninger på indvandring når man netop er et lille geografisk område og har det lave
befolkningstal vi har og hvis vi skal have en chance for et homogent samfund, så kræver det også at dem der kommer udefra er med til
at anerkende vores værdier og den måde vi gør det på og har gjort det i rigtig mange år. Derfor tror jeg det er vigtigt at vi kan tage en
del ind men ikke hele den tredje verden boende i roskilde omegn. Dem vi så får ind har vi jo meget nemmere ved at integrere, jo mindre
der er af dem. Og jeg ved at der er udlændinge siger til mig at det er en fornuftig indvandrings politik der er, netop fordi dem der så er
integreret ikke bliver ikke bliver forvekslet med dem der ikk er integreret, dem som kom hertil for 30-40 år siden har jo en bedre
forudsætning for at se hvilken vej det går og det er den samme meldning de kommer med og siger hvis vi skal leve sammen skal vi
acceptere hinanden og det er i den grad gensidigt. Jeg er ligeglad med hvad folk tror på og hvordan de ser ud bare jeg får lov til at have
mine værdier og får lov til ikke at lave om på dem. Jeg synes vi går i den forkerte retning når man f.eks. opdeler baderum til muslimer og
ikke muslimer jeg synes det er forkert når man i en folkeskole ikke må servere kød som ikke er halalslagtet, det er forkert når man laver
II
den ulighed for at tilgodese en lille minoritet. Og jeg synes ikke det er til gavn for dem at man tager specielle forhold. Hvis ikke i vil spise
det her så ha noget andet med eller vi køber begge dele, så dem der vil spise halal slagtet kød og vi andre spiser det vi altid har spist.
[S5]
Har du kendskab til nogen danske folkeskoler hvor der kun bliver serveret halal slagtet kød?
Ja, men har gjort det længe i esbjerg f.eks. og man har også delt baderummene op. Så har man fundet ud af at man kan have et klæde
på i svømmehaller og så noget fordi mange gange vil de så ikke klæde om sammen med andre børn og lige sådan ikke gå i bad
bagefter når de har haft idræt og det synes jeg er håbløst. Men med et sådant klæde over sig, kan man faktisk, tro det eller lad vær,
blive skyllet igennem selvom man har det der på. Men jeg synes det bliver svært at komme ud i idrætsklubber når man ikke kan tage en
sodavand bagefter og istedet tager sit tøj og går. Det er en forkert retning.
[S6]
4. ”At gøre Danmark multietnisk indebærer, at udviklingsfjendtlige, reaktionære kulturer vil nedbryde vores hidtil stabile, homogene
samfund”
Påstanden siger at der er lighedstegn mellem multietnicitet og udviklingsfjendtlighed. Er det ikke en selvmodsigelse? Kan man have et
multietnisksamfund hvor der er udviklingsfjendtlighed?
Hvis danmark bliver multietnisk så tror jeg faktisk på at der kan være nogen som standser udviklingen ved at stå så stejlt på egne
principper at det kan blive ødelæggende.
(...)
Det man kan sige, nu står der at det vil nedbryde vores homogene samfund, det ved jeg ik om det vil men det vil i hvertfald se noget
anderledes ud end det vi har i dag hvis man kan sige de 5-6 mio mennesker er lige store af forskellige befolkningssammensætninger,
så vil der da nogen konflikter. Men som andre stedet bla i Malaysia, hvor det er blevet lavet sådan, nu er det en muslim stat og kan ik
være andet, selvom der bor mange kristne og alt muligt andet. I vores stat nu er kristen men vi giver trods alt mulighed for at andre kan
komme til orde, der sidder jo repræsentanter i folketinget som ikke er etnisk danske og som har en anden religion end kristendom. Så jo,
på længere sigt kan det godt være at det samfund vi har nu vil stå i større konflikter hvis ikke vi kører det ind på samme spor.
[S7]
5. ”Der findes intet samfund i verden, hvor en fredelig integration af muslimer i en anden kultur har været mulig, og det er uansvarligt at
påføre Danmark et kultursammenstød, som risikerer meget alvorlige følgevirkninger.”
Hvad med Naser Khader? Han er opvokset i Syrien indtil han var 11, han må da være velintegret i danmark og det er da foregået
fredeligt
Der hvor det nok lykkedes bedst set med danske øjne, alle de vietnamesere som kom dengang kom jo ikke herop og havde deres kultur
med de kendte ik til den. Det var jo børn som var forældreløse og kom herop og fra dag et blev de stopfodret med lagkage og
flæskesteg og dannebrogsflag så de har ikke haft en kinasmandchance for at have ret mange deres egne traditioner med og det gør at
de om nogen er danske for de har aldrig kendt til andet. De er voksne nu og de har fået børn og de vil jo alt andet lige være meget mere
danske end hvis man kommer fra Syrien og er ni år gammel, men jeg må sige til Naser Khaders ros at han i den grad har formået at
gøre sig synlig på sine holdninger om det at være muslim og at man godt kan deltage i det danske samfund. Men der er jo mange
mange mange flere som ikke vil det man kan sige ligesåvel som der er ekstremer indenfor den kristne tro er der også indenfor muslimer,
og det er der der er langt hjem. For der findes da massere af fornuftige og klarttænkende mennesker om de så er muslimer eller
katolikker ser jeg ikke som noget problem.
[S8]
6.”Enhver ofentlig betaling for særbehandling af indvandrere, det være sig i forbindelse med forplejning, bolig, hospitalsbehandling eller
modersmålsundervisning, afskafes.”
III
og senere
” Et ophold på en af de danske folkehøjskoler eler tilsvarende voksenundervisning på aftenskolerne skal være en del af denne 
obligatoriske tilegnelse. Undervisningen bør være gratis med mindre den pågældende selv har økonomisk mulighed for at betale for
undervisningen.”
er det ikke en selvmodsigelse?
Jeg vil gerne sige at jeg bryder mig ikke om at vi laver den særbehandling af indvandrere. Som vi var inde på før de skal spise sammen
med os, de skal gå i bad sammen med os andre det skal man når man er i det offentlige forum hvad de så laver når de kommer hjem
det synes jeg de skal ha fulstændig ret til. Jeg vil sige at der er nogen, som når man kommer ind på en fødegang så kan muslime
kvinder ikke ligge sammen med danske kvinder og det er jo deres blufærdighed der gør at de ikke vil have besøg af danske herrer der
besøger deres familier når de ligger der mere eller mindre påklædt med deres lille nye. Jeg synes man skal tage hensyn men ikke at
man ligefrem skal give dem lov til at bestemme at nu er jeg her og jeg forlanger at få en enestue osv. Jeg synes ikke man skal lave
særbehandlinger.
Men i udtrykker jo et ønske om at indvandere skal på en dansk folkehøjskole for at lære hvad der er dansk men samtidig skriver i også
at undervisningen skal være gratis for dem der ikke kan betale,
Det er da en form for særbehandling når når danskere ikke får samme mulighed for at højskole gratis
Det er jo så det med bidrag som danmark vil gøre for at integrere dem. Hvis vi betaler for opholdet og de er villige til at tage det så får
de en bedre forståelse for hvorfor vi gør og tænker og siger som vi gør. Fordi det tror jeg da, det er ik nok med at vi måske, langt de
fleste har et eller andet forbehold overfor de fremmede, hvis de fremmede heller ik forstår os så er vi jo i gang med en konflikt. Deres
kultur er anderledes den er måske mere barsk end os andres, alle har jo stiftet bekendtskab om ik andet så i medierne med
indvandrerbander hvor volden er blevet så kynisk hvor man ryster på hovedet og siger det er ufatteligt det kan ske. Men jeg tror det er
vigtigt når man tager diskutionen at man siger hvad er deres baggrund for at handle som de gør. Jeg tror ik man kan løse alle de
konflikter der er med indvandrere, med at sætte sig i en rundkreds og drikke te og nu får vi en stille snak om at det ikke er så godt i går
og prygler hinanden oven i hovedet.
[S9]
7. Jeres konklusion er at indvandring til DK skal stoppes.
Nej det er ikke rigtigt
Men den skal begrænses?
Ja
I hvilket omfang skal den begrænses?
Den skal begrænses dertil hvor man siger; de mennesker der gerne vil være en del af det danske samfund, dem synes jeg vi skal åbne
døren for og sige velkommen. Men de menneskegrupper som kommer herop kun for at modarbejde og skade det danske samfund dem
vil jeg gerne være foruden.
Forefindes der noget fakta der beviser denne modvillighed som du taler om her?
IV
Ja det i den grad der gør. Jeg har aldrig læst koranen, men har fået citeret fra den at verden skal være muslimsk og de skal bekæmpe
alt der er vantro og det er det danske folk i deres øjne, så derfor er der beviser nok for at det ik altid at det er med den (mildhen?)
løsning.
Ok men det er så muslimerne især men ikke alle indvandrere?
Nej jeg ser ikke indvandringen som noget problem men det kræver den indgangvinkel til indvandrerne at de vil deltage på lige fod som
os andre.
[S10]
I udtrykker ønske om at integrere indvandrere der allerede er i landet, hvordan kommer i fra det til den nødvendighed at indvandringen
skal begrænses?
Det gør vi ud fra at jo færre der er jo større chance har man før det lykkedes.
[S11]
Ønsket om at redde landet fra en fare og ustabilitet i demokratiet, hvordan kommer i derfra til den konklusion at man skal begrænse
indvandringen?
Hvis jeg forstår det rigtigt, at kan man sige at der hvertfald har været én kandidat som har været meget vendt på det sidste og hvor der
har været lidt tvivl om hvem mennesket bag ved det kandidatur rent faktisk var.
Asmaa Abdol-Hamid?
Ja og det ser jeg som et problem at man opstiller sådan et kandidat med rigtig store chancer for at komme til at sidde på den lovgivende
magt i danmark og jeg er meget i tvivl om det er hensigstmæssigt. Igen er jeg tilhænger af en bred manfoldighed men jeg er meget i
tvivl om lige præcis det kandidatur vil føre noget godt med sig. På den måde ser jeg det som en trussel at hvis hun komme ind denne
gang kan det være der er to næste gang eller tre og efterhånden som indvandrere får stemmeret, ude omkring i komunerne hvor
indvandrere har stemmeret ser folkestyret, kommunalstyret som regel lidt anderledes ud end det gør i folketinget fordi de indvandrere
der kan stemme, stemmer jo af gode grunder på de partier der er indvandrer-venlige. Hvorimod i folketing har de ikke ret til at stemme
og derfor har de så lidt mindre tilknytning. Men efterhånden som alle de mennesker får dansk statsborgerskab og derved ret til at
stemme så de mennesker der har en syg holdning og gerne ser det ødelagt kan komme ind og få indflydelse og derved indefra
ødelægge folkestyret–så er det et problem.
Hvordan en syg holdning?
Når jeg siger syg er det bare noget med at man lige pludselig skal kunne acceptere terror og skal støtte organisationer som på FN’s liste 
er terror organisationer. Hvis man går ind og sidder som medlem af det danske folketing og kan sympatisere med så nogen så synes
jeg det er sygt.
[S12]
Du sagde at ude i kommunerne hvor flere af indvandrerne har mulighed for at stemme, så ser sammensætningen anderledes ud end i
folketinget men det viser jo at de indvandrere tager del i demokratiet og bruger deres stemmeret, skulle det være noget negativt? Er det
ikke godt at alle deltager?
Det synes jeg helt bestemt men det kræver jo trods alt at de mennesker der går op og stemmer rent faktisk ved hvad vi stemmer om.
Og når jeg sidder som valgtilordende på skole eller forsamlingshus osv så er der indvandrere der kommer med 3-4 valgkort og så vil de
afgive stemmer for deres mor og kone osv og sådan virker demokratiet ik. Og når vi har så langt fra at folk ved hvad det drejer sig om
så er spørgsmålet om det er hensigtsmæssigt i det hele taget at få lov at (stemme?).
V[S13]
Søren Krarup gik ud, for ikke så lang tid siden, og sagde at kvinder med burka ikke skulle have stemmeret. Er det en holdning dansk
folkeparti deler?
Det må i hellere spørge Søren Krarup om. Søren er nogengange lidt ravial i sine udtalelser og han er et meget intelligent menneske, jeg
kender ham rimeligvis tæt på og kan godt lide ham på mange måder men der falder af til også en finke i panden. Og jeg ved faktisk ik
hvad han mener med at kvinder i burka ikke skal have stemmeret. Hvis det er nogen af de som man støder på i gadebilledet som ikke
kan tale dansk, som ikke aner hvad det danske demokrati er, som jeg fortalte om før valgkortene hvor manden kom og ville stemme for
dem, hvis de slet ikke har nogen idé om hvad der rør sig i det danske samfund fordi de er blevet stillet en 3-værelses, og stort set ikke
kommer ud for en dør og ikke for nogen input fra det danske samfund. Så ja så tror jeg det er et problem de har stemmeret.
Det skal jo ikke være påklædningen eller religion der er afhængig af om man har stemmeret eller ej, men jeg synes det er vigtigt at de
mennesker som har stemmeret rent faktisk også har en idé om hvad der foregår og hvorfor vi stemmer. Og det er jeg i tvivl om der er
mange af vores indvandrere der er.
Er det så indvandrere eller muslimerne især? For nu snakker vi meget om folk der går med tørklæde eller burka
Det snakker i om, jeg snakker ikke om det. Det kan folk gøre ligesom de har lyst til.
[S14]
Nu snakkede du om manden der kom og siger jeg skal gøre det her for de 3 kvinder der er hjemme i min lejlighed og det billede
henviser måske mere til en anden form for familiemønster som vi måske forbinder mere med muslimer fremfor hvis vi nu snakker om en
gruppe på 4 englændere som er flyttet hertil.
Hvis man kommer som indvandrer så er det ligemeget om han er pakistaner eller englænder. Hvis ikke han har en idé om hvordan vi
kører vores demokrati så er det et problem med de stemmer.
Men er det ikke imod idéen om demokrati hvor alle skal have lov til at sige noget?
Jo men det kræver dog trods alt at de ved hvordan det fungerer. Man kan ikke være en del af et demokrati hvis man ikke ved hvordan
det fungere, det synes jeg da i den grad vi er medvirkende til her i danmark.
[S15]
Hvordan vil du definere et argument hvad vil du mene et argument er?
Et argument bygger tit og mange gange på baggrundsviden og jeg vil ikke sidde og argumenterer for nogen ting som jeg ikke anede en
dyt om jeg ville i første omgang prøve at finde ballast for mine argumenter. Det at argumenterer er jo synspunkter at komme ud med de
budskaber man brænder for, eller hvis man som mig stiller op til folketinget og gerne vil dreje samfundet i den retning jeg tror på, bliver
jeg nød til at ha argumenterne med for at overbevise andre mennsker at det her er vejen frem.
Så du bygger dine argumenterer på facts og kendsgerninge men også på eksempler og andre erfaringer som er mindre
målbare?Hvordan definerer du så den baggrundviden du mener man skal have for at sige noget?
Hvis man går ud og stiller nogen argumenter op så skal der være hold i dem så man ikke går og fylder folk med løgn. Jeg kunne
sagents tale for at den kop er blå, de argumenter holder ikke ligemeget hvem der stiller op medmindre de er farveblinde, så ville de sige
ham derovre hen er fuld af løgn.
[S16]
9. Hvad er en definition?
VI
Det burde I jo vide i har læst om det. Ja en defination af hvad som helst?
F.eks. hvad indebær ordet integration?
Jeg kunne sagents stille et argument op for alt muligt andet. Vi kan godt tage integration men det ville være anderledes hvis jeg skulle
argumentere for en velsmagende kage. Fordi der vil man jo typisk slå på at marcipanen var god og nødderne var ik for hårde osv
hvorimod med integrationen ville man nok mere slå på at hvis det skulle lykkedes så er det en vilje for begge parter af og en
definationen af det, hvad er det? Hvad er vilje? Jeg kan jo sige at jeg har alt din vilje der skal til de andre skal bare have endnu mere
eller jeg synes ikke de har nok til at bidrage osv. Så den spænder bredt. Så jeg synes ikke man bare entydigt kan sige at...
[S17]
Er det ikke vigtigt at du som politiker der snakker om integration der snakker om problemer med indvandring kan definere ordet
integration og faktisk ved hvad du taler om?
Jo det er det. Integration for mig det er når udefrakommende er en del af vores danske samfund og accepterer vores værdisæt ligesom
vi accepterer deres værdisæt. Så er det ligemeget hvor man kommer fra. Så tror jeg at når de er en del af det danske samfund og
bidrager ligesom de får nogen ydelser så mener jeg integrationen er ved at lykkedes. Så er det for mig ligemeget om de tror på det ene
eller det andet, om de beder 30 gange om dagen. Hvis jeg stadigvæk kan få lov til at leve det liv jeg har gjort så synes jeg da der er alt
muligt held til at ønske dem tilykke med det.
Når du siger det, vil du så stadig påstå at der ikke er nogen muslimer der er integreret i danmark?
Nej der er der masser muslimer der er integreret.
Og som er fredeligt integreret?
Ja det er jeg helt sikker på. Et godt eksempel er Naser Khader. Jeg kan aldrig forestille mig at han rendte rundt med et bælte omkring
livet fyldt med sprængstof. Han har ovenikøbet taget mange drøje hug for at nå dertil fordi der er mange af hans som ikke vil i den
retning som han gerne vil. Så der er lang vej for vores indvandere fordi siden vi kigger skeptisk til dem, dem der rent faktisk ønsker at
blive en del af os jamen de har den samme skepsis hjemmefra. Et godt eksempel er den anden dag hvor den rollemodel med ham den
politibetjent der er af anden etnisk baggrund som går ind i det danske politi og bliver en rollemodel som for at sige der er ikke noget
forkert i at en indvandrer der går hen og pålægger en bøde. Om man så er mørk eller hvid. Han kan bare ikke bo i det område han altid
har boet i hans bil blev sprunget i luften og hans familie blev terroriseret, ikke af danskere, fordi man ikke vil have en, fordi man siger jeg
vil ikke blive standset af en udlænding fordi jeg kører for stærkt eller noget andet. Nej det er simpelth hans egne som synes han er
forræder overfor dem og deres tro. Så er der langt hjem ik? Han bærer virkelig også en stor byrde og jeg håber han holder til det for den
er ikke sjov at komme igennem.
[S18]
10. Kan du til slut forklare hvad en fejlslutning eller en fejlkonklusion er?
Jeg kan ikke umiddelbart komme på noget.
[S19]
Når du sidder her som folketingskandidat for dansk folkeparti kan vi så godt tage det du siger som repræsenterende for dansk
folkepartis holdninger ?
Jeg repræsenterer dansk folkeparti fordi jeg har nogen holdninger som er identiske med partiet men jeg er også et individ og jeg er ikke
enig i alting og jeg er på mange områder måske knap så fanatisk omkring vores holdepunkter som nogen er. Nogen driver det meget
mere ud. Hvor jeg måske er mere rummelig. Når jeg er havnet i dansk folkeparti så er det fordi at mit hjerte ligger mere på ældrepleje og
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omsorg end det gør at være fremmedfjendsk. Men jeg synes bare df har gjort meget mere end de andre partier. Men dermed ikke sagt
at jeg ikke vil stå ved det jeg har sagt. Men jeg ser det som et problem hvis vil bliver overrendt af den tredje verden for vi kan ikke løse
deres problemer alligevel. Jeg har ikke noget imod mennesker af anden nationalitet og husfarve men jeg ser ligesågerne at min nabo
har samme hudfarve som mig selv det er ikke sådan. På den måde der favner jeg nok mere bredt end den typiske df’er gør. Men 
grundlæggende er jeg enig med deres politik om at sætte nogen begrænsninger og er måske også en lille smule egoistisk og sige lad
os nu få løst vores egne problemer inden vi kaster os over resten af verden. Så på den måde kan jeg godt være en garant for dansk
folkeparti, men et parti har trods alt en vis rummelighed.
....
(48 min)
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Appendix 2
Udlændinge- og asylpolitik
Danmark har gennem hele sin historie modtaget kulturelle påvirkninger fra verden udenom os. Disse påvirkninger omfatter hele den
vestlige kulturkreds. Nogle påvirkninger er formidlet ved, at et meget begrænset antal mennesker fra vore nabolande er indvandret til
Danmark og er blevet optaget i den danske befolkning. Ydre påvirkninger er gennem hele vor historie blevet bearbejdet og formet til en
del af det danske folks egenart.
Gennem de sidste årtier af det 20. århundrede har imidlertid befolkningseksplosionen, den manglende økonomiske og sociale udvikling
i den tredje verden og på Balkan samt militære konflikter medført en meget stor indvandring til den udviklede verden, herunder til
Danmark. Denne indvandring er ikke udtryk for et naturligt samkvem mellem mennesker fra forskellige kulturer. Vandringerne er en
ulykkelig følge af, at en række lande udenfor den vestlige kulturkreds ikke magter at skabe en bæredygtig udvikling og, at deres
samfundsforhold derfor er ude af balance.
Dansk Folkeparti mener, at løsningen på disse problemer ikke kan findes i en indvandring af den tredje verdens befolkningsoverskud til
bl.a. Danmark. Danmark er danskernes land, det er meget lille og dets fortsatte eksistens som et stabilt demokrati er betinget af, at
vores befolkningssammensætning ikke ændres vidtgående. Løsningen på den tredje verdens problemer findes alene i en udvikling af
landene selv–de kan kun få stabile forhold ved at overtage væsentlige kulturtræk fra den vestlige verden, dvs. frihed, demokratisering,
ligestilling, oplysning, økonomiske reformer og begrænsning af befolkningstilvæksten.
Vi vil gerne dele ud af vores viden om, hvordan økonomisk og social udvikling og stabilitet skabes, men vi vil ikke påtvinges samvær
med mennesker, som forkaster det kulturgrundlag, der har skabt vores land.
En fortsættelse af de seneste årtiers indvandring fra lande udenfor den vestlige kulturkreds, kombineret med indvandrernes meget høje
fødselshyppighed, vil indenfor de nærmeste årtier få vidtrækkende, ødelæggende virkninger ikke blot for Danmarks
befolkningssammensætning, men for hele samfundsstrukturen.
Dansk Folkeparti vil arbejde for at øge forståelsen for, at ethvert samfunds udvikling er bestemt af det samlede indhold af dets kultur, og
vi vil modarbejde ethvert forsøg på at skabe et multikulturelt eller multietnisk samfund i Danmark, dvs. et samfund, hvor en betydelig
befolkningsgruppe er tilhængere af en anden kultur end vores. At gøre Danmark multietnisk indebærer, at udviklingsfjendtlige,
reaktionære kulturer vil nedbryde vores hidtil stabile, homogene samfund. Vi kan påvirke et meget begrænset antal mennesker fra
fremmede kulturer, men en indvandring af den størrelse og sammensætning, vi har set i de sidste årtier af det 20. århundrede, kan ikke
integreres. Indvandrerne vil videreføre deres egen kultur, der vil få samme følger her som i indvandrernes hjemlande. Det har intet med
tolerance at gøre at være overbærende overfor intolerancen. Der findes intet samfund i verden, hvor en fredelig integration af muslimer i
en anden kultur har været mulig, og det er uansvarligt at påføre Danmark et kultursammenstød, som risikerer meget alvorlige
følgevirkninger. Den vestlige verden må se i øjnene, at vi lever i en periode, hvor overbefolkning og lettere rejsemuligheder har igangsat
egentlige økonomisk betingede folkevandringer. Det nødvendiggør, at vi erkender, at vore samfund må beskytte sig mod at blive løbet
over ende.
Flygtninge og indvandrere, som søger ophold i Danmark skal, inden ophold bevilges, gøres bekendt med, hvad dansk kultur og levevis
indebærer, og de skal herefter afgive en erklæring om, at de er villige til at indordne sig under dansk lovgivning og leve på en måde, der
er forenelig med vores kultur, så længe de opholder sig her.
Danmark er et lille område med en homogen kultur, der internationalt set er meget særegen, og vi taler et sprog der er meget marginalt.
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Omfordelingsprincippet og lighedstanken bag vores velfærdsmodel er fuldkommen uforståelig for de fleste kulturer. USA, Australien og
tidligere kolonimagter som Frankrig og Storbritannien har sprog, der tales i store områder, og virker derfor tiltrækkende på indvandrere
med et forholdsvis højt uddannelsesniveau. Det er også åbenbart, at store kulturnationer har en bedre mulighed for at konkurrere med
indflydelsen fra f.eks. den arabiske kultur. Indvandringen til Danmark har fra begyndelsen ikke været baseret på selektive principper,
f.eks. har vi ikke stillet krav om, at vore gæstearbejdere skulle kunne læse og skrive på deres eget sprog. Derfor har vi i Danmark
modtaget en stor andel af mennesker, som kom fra meget afsides områder med et livssyn og kulturer, der - også efter standarden i
deres egne lande - er meget reaktionære.
Det er naturligt og forståeligt, at det enkelte menneske ønsker sig en bedre og rigere tilværelse og vil søge derhen, hvor det lettest lader
sig gøre at opnå en bedre levestandard. Det er derimod ikke nogen naturlov, at enkelte af verdens lande, herunder Danmark,
tilsidesætter hensynet til sine egne borgere for at opfylde drømmene hos de individer, der tilfældigvis er kommet ind på dette lands
territorium. Det er en helt igennem ineffektiv og irrationel måde at drive nødhjælpsarbejde på, som ganske vist skaber arbejde i
hjælpeindustrien i Danmark, men som ikke forandrer noget ved ulighederne i verden. Der er ingen som helst logik i at bruge milliarder af
kroner på at forsørge en brøkdel af verdens fattige, hvoraf få viser tegn på at være taknemmelige for hjælpen. Der er ingen logik i, at vi
forandrer vores samfund radikalt, så leveforholdene tilpasses mennesker, der er flygtet eller emigreret fra leveforholdene, hvor de kom
fra. Det er ikke Danmark der er noget galt med, det er ikke dansk kultur eller samfundsstruktur, der trænger til at laves om - i så fald ville
så mange mennesker ikke komme hertil og forsøge at få opholdstilladelse.
Dansk Folkeparti vil ikke acceptere, at de menneskerettighedskrænkelser, som er udbredte i en række fremmede kulturer, videreføres i
Danmark.
Dansk Folkeparti er tilhænger af, at Danmark yder asyl til mennesker, som er forfulgt af politiske, religiøse eller racemæssige årsager.
FNs Geneve-konvention om flygtninge blev til i 1951 under forhold, som er helt forskellige fra verden i dag. Derfor skal Danmark støtte
de vestlige lande, som ønsker konventionen revideret. Indtil det sker, må Danmark forvalte konventionen efter dens ordlyd, hvilket
indebærer, at der ikke skal ydes asyl til mennesker, som kommer alene for at opnå en bedre levestandard.
Asylsøgerne må ikke gøres til indvandrere. De skal have midlertidige opholdstilladelser i ét år ad gangen. De tildeles tøj, mad og husly
under sunde og velordnede forhold, hvor den enkelte asylsøgers families sammenhold styrkes. Der gives børnene undervisning,
ligesom de voksne pålægges aktive opgaver i forhold til deres familie og andre asylsøgere. Når forholdene i de respektive hjemlande
tillader det, hjemsendes asylsøgerne. Det påhviler forældrene at drage omsorg for børnenes uddannelse i eget sprog og kultur.
Som hovedregel skal flygtninge hjælpes i deres nærområde eller i lande indenfor deres egen kulturkreds. Danmark kan yde økonomisk
hjælp til repatriering af flygtninge, som har asyl i Danmark.
Den illegale indvandring og herunder den organiserede menneskesmugling har i de seneste år taget et voldsomt opsving. Handel med
kvinder indgår i skræmmende omfang i udnyttelsen af mennesker fra den tredje verden og Østeuropa. Forsøgene på at etablere et
internationalt samarbejde for at standse den illegale indvandring må intensiveres og grænsebevogtningen må forstærkes. Dansk
Folkeparti er modstander af dansk deltagelse i Schengen-aftalen, som har medført en nedlæggelse af personkontrollen ved grænserne
mellem de europæiske lande.
Enhver ansøgning om asyl skal indgives til en dansk ambassade i flygtningens nærområde. Asylsøgere skal ikke modtages uden en
forudgående godkendelse af deres ansøgning. Asylansøgninger, der indgives i Danmark, skal afvises omgående. De facto-flygtninge
skal så hurtigt som muligt hjemsendes eller sendes til en FN-flygtningelejr. Illegale indvandrere, som pågribes i Danmark, hjemsendes
straks. I tilfælde hvor de pågældende nægter at give oplysninger om deres identitet, anbringes de i lukkede lejre, indtil de kan udsendes
af landet.
Der indføres visumkrav for alle rejsende fra udvandrerlandene. For at modvirke den omfattende voldskriminalitet fra de øst- og
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Lande, der er medlem af Europarådet, har alle udstedt garantier for, at de ikke forfølger nogen af de grunde, der er nævnt i rådets
menneskerettighedskonvention. Denne garanti må bevirke, at alle fra Europarådets medlemslande, som søger asyl, afvises.
Udlændingeloven ophæves, således at Danmark alene modtager indvandrere, som efter FNs flygtningekonvention er berettiget til asyl.
Retskravet på familiesammenføring ophæves for alle andre end konventionsflygtninge. Adgang til familiesammenføring forbeholdes
danske statsborgere, som kan forsørge en sammenført ægtefælle. Straffen for indgåelse af proforma ægteskaber skærpes.
Enhver offentlig betaling for særbehandling af indvandrere, det være sig i forbindelse med forplejning, bolig, hospitalsbehandling eller
modersmålsundervisning, afskaffes. Den positive særbehandling af flygtninge på boligmarkedet skal bringes til ophør. Friskoleloven
ændres således, at der alene ydes økonomisk støtte til skoler, der underviser indenfor rammerne af dansk kultur. Offentlig støtte til
private interesseorganisationer på flygtningeområdet, herunder Dansk Flygtningehjælp, skal ophæves.
Dansk Folkeparti betragter udlændingepolitikken som værende af fundamental betydning for alle danskere, og vi ønsker derfor, at den
underkastes folkeafstemning.
Integration
Indtil gennemførelsen af udlændingeloven af 1983 frembød integrationen af udlændinge ikke væsentlige problemer. Antallet af
udlændinge her i landet var meget begrænset og størstedelen var statsborgere fra de nordiske lande, Nordamerika og Europa, - altså
mennesker fra den vestlige, kristne kulturkreds, som har let ved at indpasse sig i det danske samfund og yde værdifulde bidrag til
landets udvikling.
Efter udlændingeloven af 1983 kan væksten i antallet af udlændinge i Danmark næsten udelukkende henføres til indvandrere og
flygtninge fra tredjelande, dvs. lande uden for Norden, Europa og Nordamerika. Langt de fleste tilhører trossamfund og kulturer, der
ligger langt fra det demokratiske og kristne livssyn.
Mange savner elementære kundskaber og er - selv i deres eget land - hæmmet af et forældet menneskesyn og mangel på tolerance
over for anderledes tænkende. Væksten er øget meget hurtigt, - så hurtigt at det er beregnet, at omkring 28 % af befolkningstilvæksten i
Danmark i år 2000 bestod af tilflyttede udlændinge eller børn af herboende udlændinge.
Det er indlysende, at opgaven med at integrere en så stærkt voksende befolkningsgruppe bliver uoverkommelig, hvis et politisk flertal
accepterer, at tilstrømningen fortsætter og forstærkes.
Integrationsprocessen er i forvejen overordentlig problematisk, fordi det politiske flertal i årevis har ignoreret problemets eksistens og
har afvist at indgå i den helt nødvendige politiske dialog om udlændingepolitikken, som Dansk Folkeparti mange gange forgæves har
forsøgt at sætte i gang.
Dansk Folkeparti finder det helt afgørende at understrege, at tilstrømningen af mennesker fra fremmede kulturer må ophøre eller i det
mindste begrænses meget effektivt. Det er den første betingelse for at komme i gang med en forstandig integrationspolitik.
Den næste betingelse er, at danske politikere har mod og vilje til at beslutte en integrationslovgivning, der er sammenhængende og
fremadrettet. Dansk Folkeparti ønsker at medvirke til og at påvirke en sådan lovgivning mest muligt, og vi er parat til at indgå i et politisk
samarbejde med andre partier for at sikre det nødvendige flertal.
En vellykket integrationslovgivning skal have som mål, at indvandrere indgår i samfundslivet på linje med danske statsborgere. Det
betyder, at indvandrere skal deltage i uddannelse, og inddrages i arbejdsmarkedet, i erhvervslivet og i fritids- og kulturaktiviteter på lige
fod med danskere. Det er meget væsentligt, at de pågældende lever op til de samfundsnormer og spilleregler, der gælder i det danske
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samfund og selv yder en aktiv indsats for at blive nyttige samfundsborgere.
Nogle af de udlændinge, som er fast bosat her i landet har vist viljen til at skabe sig en dansk fremtid under de vilkår, der er gældende
her i landet. Det er vigtigt, at denne befolkningsgruppe bliver aktivt understøttet i sine bestræbelser for at tilpasse sig det danske
samfund og dets normer. Lovgivningen skal derfor sikre, at disse borgere tilbydes et effektivt integrationsforløb.
Udlændinge, der ikke er indstillet på selv at gøre en indsats for at blive integreret i det danske samfund skal i videst muligt omfang
tilbydes at indgå i repatrieringsprojekter, som i løbet af kortere tid fører til, at de forlader landet og vender tilbage til deres hjemlande.
Undervisningsophold
I integreringsforløbet er tilegnelsen af viden om Danmark det afgørende og selve danskundervisningen det helt centrale. Et ophold på
en af de danske folkehøjskoler eller tilsvarende voksenundervisning på aftenskolerne skal være en del af denne obligatoriske tilegnelse.
Undervisningen bør være gratis med mindre den pågældende selv har økonomisk mulighed for at betale for undervisningen. I løbet af
undervisningsforløbet skal der undervises i det danske sprog, litteraturen, Danmarkshistorien, landets geografi, kulturen og
kristendommen, samfundslære og arbejdsmarkedet.
Det skal i undervisningsforløbet fremhæves som noget centralt, at væsentlige værdier som folkestyret, frihedsrettighederne, et humant
retsvæsen, kvinders, børns og unges rettigheder og et ordentligt og solidarisk menneskesyn ikke er til diskussion, og at det moderne
danske retssamfund har gjort endeligt op med middelalderlig overtro, kvindeundertrykkelse og barbarisk strafferetspleje.
Undervisningsforløbet skal afsluttes med en prøve, som dokumenterer, at den pågældende har tilegnet sig et godt kendskab til sprog og
samfundsforhold. Først efter gennemført undervisningsforløb kan der ansøges om permanent opholdstilladelse. Det skal ligeledes være
en betingelse for at kunne søge om dansk indfødsret, at undervisningen er gennemført, og prøve er aflagt.
Det er ødelæggende for integrationsprocessen, hvis en meget stor del af herboende udlændinge er udenfor arbejdsmarkedet.
Erhvervsrettet aktivering og indslusning på arbejdsmarkedet er derfor et afgørende vigtigt indsatsområde.
Dansk Folkeparti har mere energisk end andre partier peget på nødvendigheden af at integrere herboende udlændinge i det danske
samfund.
Indfødsret
Som udgangspunkt for at diskutere begrebet indfødsret er det vigtigt at konstatere, at det at tilhøre en nation forudsætter, at man indgår
i det fællesskab, som binder nationens borgere sammen: Fælles sprog, et fælles sæt værdier, fælles grundsyn, skikke, der er udviklet
gennem historien og en adfærd, nationens borgere føler sig trygge ved. Mennesker, der ikke deler de fælles værdier–eller som direkte
modarbejder dem –kan ikke optages i fællesskabet. Følgelig bør statsborgerskabet kun gives til integrerede indvandrere, der tilslutter
sig Danmarks Riges Grundlov og som hylder og efterlever demokratiske spilleregler, hvilket også betyder, at de respekterer vedtagne
love og regler og ikke sætter fremmede religiøse forskrifter højere end de demokratiske beslutninger.
Grundloven fastslår, at det er Folketinget, som ved lov kan tildele en udlænding indfødsret. Indtil 1980’erne var hver enkelt ansøger 
udsat for en grundig vurdering, ligesom man i Folketinget kunne tale åbent og kritisk om den person, som havde ansøgt om dansk
indfødsret.
Ved indgangen til det 21. århundrede er der etableret to måder at opnå dansk indfødsret på. Enten ved at blive optaget i den lov om
indfødsrets meddelelse, der vedtages af Folketinget, eller ved –under visse nærmere betingelser –at afgive en erklæring til statsamtet
inden det fyldte 23. år.
Dansk Folkeparti mener principielt, at det er bedst i overensstemmelse med Grundloven, at alle tildelinger af indfødsret sker ved lov om
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indfødsrets meddelelse. Dansk Folkeparti vil derfor ophæve adgangen til administrativ tildeling af indfødsret.
Efter Dansk Folkepartis opfattelse sker tildeling af dansk indfødsret i de senere år i et omfang, der udelukker en forsvarlig individuel
vurdering af ansøgerne. Således fik 18.811 personer dansk indfødsret i 2000 mod 3.028 i 1990 –en seksdobling på kun 10 år.
Folketinget har reelt udviklet sig til et ekspeditionskontor for tildelinger af dansk indfødsret.
Indfødsrettens devaluering er efter Dansk Folkepartis opfattelse en af de største farer, det danske folk udsættes for. Det haster derfor
med at få gennemført en ændring af denne politik.
Det bør betragtes som noget særligt at opnå dansk indfødsret. Der skal normalt kun kunne ansøges om tildeling af statsborgerskab, når
følgende betingelser er opfyldt:
 ansøgeren skal have haft mindst 10 års tidsubestemt opholdstilladelse
 ansøgeren må ikke have været idømt frihedsstraf
 ansøgeren skal have opfyldt alle forpligtelser over for det danske samfund
 ansøgeren skal ved sit arbejde have bidraget positivt til det danske samfund
 ansøgeren skal have bestået en mundtlig og skriftlig prøve i det danske sprog og skriftlig prøve i almen viden om dansk
kultur, danske samfundsforhold og danmarkshistorie
 ansøgeren skal underskrive en erklæring om at ville overholde dansk lovgivning
Dansk Folkeparti ønsker, at indfødsretslovgivningen udformes således, at det danske statsborgerskab ophæves ved dom, hvis
vedkommende begår kriminalitet, der medfører fængselsstraf. Den tildelte indfødsret skal under alle omstændigheder ophæves, hvis
det konstateres, at væsentlige urigtige oplysninger er afgivet i forbindelse med ansøgningen.
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